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PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to provide appropriations for the fiscal
year 2007 beginning October 1, 2006, and ending September 30,
2007, for energy and water development, and for other related pur-
poses. It supplies funds for water resources development programs
and related activities of the Department of the Army, Civil Func-
tions—U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works Program in title
I; for the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation in
title II; for the Department of Energy’s energy research activities,
including environmental restoration and waste management, and
atomic energy defense activities of the National Nuclear Security
Administration in title III; and for related independent agencies
and commissions, including the Appalachian Regional Commission,
Delta Regional Authority, Denali Commission, and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission in title IV.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The fiscal year 2007 budget estimates for the bill total
$31,238,000,000 in new budget (obligational) authority. The rec-
ommendation of the Committee totals $31,238,000,000. This is
$1,257,773,000 above the budget estimates and $6,061,714,000
under the enacted appropriation for the current fiscal year.

SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS

The Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and Water held
four sessions in connection with the fiscal year 2007 appropriation
bill. Witnesses included officials and representatives of the Federal
agencies under the subcommittee’s jurisdiction.

The subcommittee received numerous statements and letters
from Members of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives,
Governors, State and local officials and representatives, and hun-
dreds of private citizens of all walks of life throughout the United
States. Information, both for and against many items, was pre-
sented to the subcommittee. The recommendations for fiscal year
2007 therefore, have been developed after careful consideration of
available data.

VOTES IN THE COMMITTEE

By a vote of 28 to 0 the Committee on June 29, 2006, rec-
ommended that the bill, as amended, be reported to the Senate.
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TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
INTRODUCTION

The Corps of Engineers is made up of approximately 35,000 civil-
ian and 650 military members that perform both military and civil
works functions. The military and civilian engineers, scientists and
other specialists work hand in hand as leaders in engineering and
environmental matters. The diverse workforce of biologists, engi-
neers, geologists, hydrologists, natural resource managers and
other professionals meets the demands of changing times and re-
quirements as a vital part of America’s Army.

The Corps’ mission is to provide quality, responsive engineering
services to the Nation including:

—Planning, designing, building and operating water resources
and other civil works projects, (Navigation, Flood Control, En-
vironmental Protection, Disaster Response, etc.)

—Designing and managing the construction of military facilities
for the Army and Air Force. (Military Construction)

—Providing design and construction management support for
other Defense and Federal agencies. (Interagency and Inter-
national Services)

The Energy and Water Bill only funds the Civil Works missions
of the Corps of Engineers. Approximately 23,000 civilians and
about 190 military officers are responsible for this nationwide mis-
sion.

From our hundreds of rivers, lakes and wetlands to our thou-
sands of miles of coastal shoreline, we are fortunate in America to
enjoy an abundance of water resources. As a Nation, we value
these resources for their natural beauty; for the many ways they
help meet human needs; and for the fact that they provide habitat
for thousands of species of plants, fish and wildlife.

The Congress has given the Corps of Engineers the responsibility
of helping to care for these important aquatic resources.

Through its Civil Works program the Corps carries out a wide
array of projects that provide:

—Coastal storm damage reduction

—Disaster preparedness and response

—Environmental protection and restoration

—Flood damage reduction

—Hydropower

—Navigable waters

—Recreational opportunities

(6))



—Regulatory oversight

—Water supply

One of the biggest challenges the Corps and other Government
agencies face is finding the right balance among the often con-
flicting concerns our society has related to our water resources. So-
ciety wants these resources to help fuel economic growth (naviga-
tion, hydropower). Society wants them to provide social benefits
(recreation). And finally society wants to be sure that they are
available for future generations (environmental protection and res-
toration).

The Corps is charged with seeking to achieve the best possible
balance among these competing demands through an integrated ap-
proach to water resources management that focuses on regional so-
lutions, involving an array of stakeholders (i.e. other Government
agencies, environmental groups, businesses and private organiza-
tions). In recent years, the Corps has implemented this approach
largely by concentrating on watersheds.

FISCAL YEAR 2007 BUDGET OVERVIEW

The fiscal year 2007 budget request for the Corps of Engineers
is composed of $4,733,000,000 in new budgetary authority.

The Committee recommends a total of $5,139,430,000 for the
Corps of Engineers, a decrease of $189,740,000 from fiscal year
2006 enacted levels (adjusted for emergency spending of
$6,600,473,000). The Committee recommendation is $406,430,000
above the request. The Committee recommendation provides for a
robust planning program as well as providing increases to the con-
struction and operation and maintenance accounts. Unfortunately,
even with this increase the Committee recommendation falls short
of what is actually needed to provide efficient levels of funding for
all on-going work.

The budget request was again prepared using performance based
budgeting. The budget for the construction account allocates funds
based on the following seven performance-based guidelines, re-
directing funds to high-performing projects and limiting new con-
struction starts. In summary, the guidelines dictate that:

—All ongoing, specifically authorized construction projects, in-
cluding projects funded in the Mississippi River and Tribu-
taries account, are assigned based upon their primary purpose
to one of the main mission areas of the Corps (flood and storm
damage reduction; commercial navigation; aquatic ecosystem
restoration [AER]) or to hydropower. Projects, except AER
projects, are ranked by their remaining benefits divided by
their remaining costs [RBRC], calculated at a 7 percent dis-
count rate. AER projects will be ranked by the extent to which
they cost effectively contribute to the restoration of a nation-
ally or regionally significant aquatic ecosystem that has be-
come degraded as a result of a civil works project, or to a res-
toration effort for which the Corps is otherwise uniquely well-
suited (e.g., because the solution requires complex alterations
to the hydrology and hydraulics of a river system).

—Each project with an RBRC of 3.0 or greater and each AER
project that cost-effectively contributes to the restoration of a
nationally or regionally significant aquatic ecosystem that has
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become degraded as a result of a civil works project, or to a
restoration effort for which the Corps is uniquely well-suited,
that can be completed in the budget year, received, the balance
of funding needed to complete construction and related admin-
istrative activities.

—The projects with the highest RBRCs or the most cost effective
AER projects received not less than 80 percent of the max-
imum level of funding that the Corps can spend efficiently in
each fiscal year.

—All ongoing flood and storm damage reduction, commercial
navigation, and hydropower construction projects that have
RBRCs below 3.0, except those projects that are funded in the
budget to address significant risk to human safety, and all on-
going AER projects that do not cost-effectively contribute to the
restoration of a nationally or regionally significant aquatic eco-
system that has become degraded as a result of a civil works
project, and do not address a problem for which the Corps is
otherwise uniquely well-suited, and are less than 50 percent
complete will be considered for deferral. Where a project con-
sidered for deferral was previously budgeted, the budget in-
cludes funding to cover the cost of terminating or completing
each ongoing contract, whichever is less. Any savings from
project suspensions will be used to accelerate the projects with
the highest returns.

—New construction projects and resumptions to ongoing con-
struction projects on which the Corps has not performed any
physical work under a construction contract during the past 3
consecutive fiscal years, must be ranked in the top 20 percent
of the ongoing construction projects in its mission area to be
considered.

—Flood and storm damage reduction projects that are funded in
the budget to address significant risk to human safety, which
will receive at least the funding needed to pay contractor earn-
ings and related costs. All other ongoing construction projects
will receive not more than the amount needed to meet earnings
permitted under ongoing multi-year contracts and related
costs. Dam safety assurance, seepage control, and static insta-
bility correction projects received the maximum level of con-
struction funding that the Corps can spend efficiently. Con-
struction projects received the amount needed to ensure that
they comply with treaties and with biological opinions pursu-
ant to the Endangered Species Act, and meet authorized miti-
gation requirements.

—10 percent of the funding available for construction may be al-
located to ongoing construction projects regardless of the guide-
lines above but not to start up or resume any project.

The Budget proposes that the administration and the Congress
apply these guidelines to the Corps construction account and to the
construction activities in the Mississippi River and Tributaries ac-
count.

The Committee has watched with interest over the last 3 years
as the Corps has moved to this “performance based budget” model.
Unfortunately, the Committee does not see improvement in the
budgeting of the Nation’s Civil Works infrastructure program. In
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fact, the Committee believes quite the opposite is true. Rather than
an integrated program, the budget for the Civil Works program
seems to be degenerating toward a yearly collection of interchange-
able projects dependent only on the budgetary whims and criteria
in use in that particular year. The budget ignores infrastructure
maintenance requirements that are costing this country business,
investment, jobs, income, and tax receipts. The current method of
performance based budgeting utilized in this budget preparation
leads the Nation to turn away infrastructure investments that re-
turn two and even three times their cost.

From the Committee’s perspective, the Corps’ budget seems to be
developed exactly in the opposite manner that it should be. It ap-
pears that overall spending targets are set by the administration,
their priority projects are then inserted within these targets and
the remaining funds are available for the remaining needs that
meet the criteria for lower priority projects. The problem with
budgeting in this manner is evident in the construction account for
fiscal year 2007. Ten priority projects consume more than 40 per-
cent of the requested dollars in this account. That means that some
75 projects have to split the remaining construction dollars.

In fiscal year 2005, more than 130 projects were budgeted by the
administration for construction; this year there are only about 85.
However, Congress funded more than 300 projects in fiscal year
2006 and has averaged about 315 annually since fiscal year 2000.
Budgetary criteria established for the fiscal year 2007 budget re-
quired that eight projects that were budgeted in fiscal year 2006
could not be budgeted in fiscal year 2007. These projects were
scheduled for termination or suspension. These termination/suspen-
sion projects are in addition to the more than 30 projects that were
budgeted in fiscal year 2005, that were recommended for termi-
nation or suspension in the fiscal year 2006 budget based on that
year’s budget criteria. In other words projects aren’t being com-
pleted by these budget proposals, they are being terminated or sus-
pended. It has been up to Congress to provide funding for these
projects.

The logic behind this budgeting rational appears to be that con-
centrating scarce resources on finishing a few higher performing
projects will allow the Nation to reap the benefits of these projects
sooner. The trouble with this is that these are long term projects
that take many years to complete. At the rate the budget is head-
ed, we will only be funding these projects in another couple of
years with little else in the pipeline. The Committee questions this
rationale when compared to the value of the benefits that are de-
ferred by suspending or terminating these other projects in order
to concentrate resources on such a few projects. In some cases
these deferred benefits may never be realized due to these termi-
nations. Local sponsors who share in these projects’ cost may lose
their ability to share these costs or may lose public support for fin-
ishing these projects. Once these priority projects are completed,
one has to wonder whether there will be any projects or sponsors
interested in resuming construction in an infrastructure program
that suspends projects based on changeable annual criteria.

In the past, Corps budgets were developed from the bottom up,
District to Division to Headquarters to ASA to OMB. District com-
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manders were responsible for developing and managing a program
within their geographic area. Division Commanders were respon-
sible for integrating the District office programs into a single Divi-
sion-wide program. The Headquarters office integrated the Division
Programs into a single national program. The OASA assured that
the program complied with administration policy and budgetary
guidance and OMB developed the budgetary guidance and provided
funding levels. Decisions for budgeting were made within the
framework of administration policy by those who knew the projects
and programs best, not Washington level bureaucrats.

Another benefit of this type of budgeting was that it allowed the
Corps to undertake workforce planning to distribute their work
across the Nation. When one chooses to put 40-50 percent of the
budget in 10-12 projects, there is no way the workload can be bal-
anced across the remainder of the Nation with what is left. Unlike
other Federal agencies that have a salaries and expense component
to their budget, the Corps does not, at least not at the District of-
fice level. Virtually all costs at District offices (rent, utilities, labor,
materials, etc) are charged to projects and studies. When dealing
with such large differences in workload from fiscal year to fiscal
year it is clear that the administration gave no thought to how this
budget would impact the Corps’ organizational structure or ability
to maintain a technically competent workforce. Congress has re-
peatedly demonstrated that it desires to keep the structure of the
Corps of Engineers as it is currently configured. Yet if the budget
were enacted, there would be no way to maintain this workforce,
due to how budgetary criteria skewed the projects to certain areas
of the country.

Funding only the “highest potential return” projects to the det-
riment of many other projects that provide a future vision or ad-
dress far-reaching problems while not yet showing any BCR data,
is “penny wise and pound foolish.” These projects add value and
importance and have a place in the problem solving needs of the
overall Nation’s water infrastructure. While this budget process
may have led to a very focused performance-based set of final
projects to study, design and construct, the metrics used led to a
very skewed set of results with a few strong regional winners and
many losers. The RBRC ratios provide a “snapshot” view of a
project. It tells one nothing of the overall value of one project to
another. Projects in rural areas with fewer beneficiaries will never
compete effectively. Does that mean that homes, property and lives
in these less urbanized areas are worth less? It would certainly ap-
pear so from the budget criteria.

The Congress will likely consider the passage of a water re-
sources development bill this year. In this bill the benefit to cost
ratio necessary for a project to be authorized for construction is 1.0
to 1. The criteria mentioned above requires remaining benefits to
remaining costs to be 3.0 to 1 for budgeting with very specific ex-
ceptions. This performance based budgeting criteria furthers the di-
vide between what is required for authorization and what is re-
quired to be budgeted. These criteria use to be one and the same.
Most of the projects in the water resources development bill will
likely not meet this criteria, increasing the backlog of authorized
but unconstructed projects. These new projects, along with the de-
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ferrals in the budget and the major rehabilitations needed for aging
infrastructure, are affecting and will continue to affect the national
economy. Existing water resources infrastructure is wearing out.
The Nation needs to recapitalize if we are to remain competitive
in a global marketplace.

Fiscal Year 2007 Budget Initiatives

The administration has proposed several changes to how the civil
works program is appropriated for fiscal year 2007. These include
the regionalization of operations and maintenance funding and mi-
grating four categories of projects from the Construction, General
Account to the Operations and Maintenance Account. The Com-
mittee has rejected all of these initiatives.

Regionalized operations and maintenance funding segregates
funding for projects into 21 watershed regions around the country
as opposed to displaying operations and maintenance costs by
project as has been the tradition. As projects, not regions, are au-
thorized and funded by Congress, the Committee must reject this
proposal. Operation and Maintenance budgets are developed on a
project by project basis. For large river basins such as the Ohio or
the Missouri, budgeting for the individual projects, as authorized,
involve multiple Districts and Divisions. As the proposals in the
budget are not developed as a systemized budget, aggregating them
in the fashion proposed does not lead to the “true costs” of oper-
ating the system, it just adds up the various parts. The Committee
does not believe that this proposal advances the budgeting for oper-
ations and maintenance. Rather it hides the serious underfunding
that is contained in the budget.

The Committee believes that an integrated watershed approach,
much like the current Mississippi River and Tributaries Project
[MR&T] would be a better model than the aggregated watershed
approach proposed in the budget. The MR&T system-wide ap-
proach was developed after the devastating 1927 Mississippi River
flood. The project not only integrates all of the operations and
maintenance of the various completed components, it also inte-
grates studies of new water resource problems and needs and on-
going and new construction activities into a single project. Budg-
eting for the various components is seamlessly integrated from the
six District offices and overseen by a single Division office. The
multitude of project components are comprehensively planned, con-
structed, and maintained for flood damage reduction, navigation
and environmental protection/restoration throughout the entire
mainline Mississippi River Valley.

The Committee is puzzled by the initiatives to move Endangered
Species Act [ESA] compliance activities from Construction, General
to Operations and Maintenance. The stated reason was budget
transparency, or to more appropriately show the true costs of oper-
ating these projects. The Committee has two issues with this logic.
Budget transparency fades when the costs are rolled into the re-
gionalized budgets. However, even if they were budgeted on a
project by project basis, the casual observer would have no notion
of how much of the operational costs of these projects is related to
ESA compliance. Second, these are only being considered as oper-
ational costs because mitigation for these projects was not under-
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taken when they were constructed as is now required by subse-
quent laws. Were these projects constructed today, formulation of
the projects would have required avoidance and minimization
measures for the endangered species. By retaining the ESA compli-
ance measures as a separate line item in the construction category,
it is much more transparent as to how much is being spent for
these activities.

The budget has proposed moving major rehabilitation for locks
and dams from the Construction, General account to the Oper-
ations and Maintenance account. Corresponding to this is a legisla-
tive proposal to allow the proceeds from the Inland Waterway
Trust Fund to be utilized in the Operations and Maintenance ac-
count. Current law only allows these funds to be utilized in the
Construction, General account. The Congress moved major rehabili-
tation from the Construction, General account to the Operation and
Maintenance account in fiscal year 1985. Subsequently as the back-
log increased, it was returned to the Construction, General account
in the fiscal year 1993 budget. The stipulations involved in moving
it back to the Construction account included that these rehabili-
tations could involve more than a simple rehabbing of the project.
Operational improvements were considered as a part of the rehab.
As such, the rehab projects were considered new investment oppor-
tunities for the country the same as other new projects and had to
compete as new starts in the Construction, General program. To
help fund these rehabs, legislation allowed half the costs of the
rehab to be borne by the Inland Waterway Trust Fund with the
other half to come from the General Treasury. The Committee does
not believe moving these projects back to the Operations and Main-
tenance account will solve the backlog of major rehabs. This only
skirts the new start issue. As the inventory of maintenance projects
ages, more rehabs will be required to maintain the current level of
service. Only providing additional funding can solve that problem.

The Committee is disappointed that the administration has in-
cluded another “new” beach policy. This is only a slight tweak to
last year’s proposed policy that was rejected by the Congress. The
Committee rejects the new policy as well. The Committee notes
that beaches are the leading tourist destination in the United
States. Typically beach projects are justified on storm damages pre-
vented alone, and the recreation benefits only enhance the benefit
to cost ratio. The maximum Federal Government contribution to
Federal shore protection projects is 65 percent of the total project
cost but the Government receives all the benefits in reducing Fed-
eral disaster assistance payments. By paying for Federal shore pro-
tection projects now, we can avoid many of the catastrophic losses
and disaster assistance payments associated with hurricanes and
coastal storms. Simply stated, the Nation can pay now to avoid
losses or pay more later to recover from severe impacts. It truly
makes sense to be proactive and not reactive in this environment.

It is instructive to compare the Federal investment in beach in-
frastructure (beach nourishment) versus Federal tax revenues from
tourists. The annual Federal investment in beach nourishment is
approximately $100,000,000 a year. Travel and tourism in the
United States produce $223,900,000,000 in tax revenues and
growth in this sector exceeds 5 percent annually. About 53 percent
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or $119,000,000,000 of these tax revenues go to the Federal Gov-
ernment. Assuming that half of these tourists are beach tourists
(beaches are the leading U.S. tourist destination by more than a 2—

margin), beach tourists produce Federal taxes of about
$60 000,000,000 a year. Therefore, for every dollar in annual Fed-
eral expendltures for beach nourlshment the Federal Government
is receiving tax revenues of approximately $600 from beach tour-
ists.

The Committee notes the costs that have been required to re-
cover from the 2005 hurricane season. Had many of these flood
damage reduction projects been completed, damages would have
likely been much less severe. The drain on the economy for rebuild-
ing as well as the impact to our citizen’s lives has been unprece-
dented in modern times. The Committee also notes the unsched-
uled outages on our Nation’s inland waterway system due to fail-
ures of critical equipment. These failures at locks and dams have
caused serious business disruptions, loss of income and loss of tax
revenues. Unplanned outages are increasing and unit availability
of hydropower plants is decreasing requiring replacement of this
renewable power source with electricity from non-renewable
sources. Had more funding been provided for maintenance of these
aging facilities, most of these outages would have been avoided.

The Committee has also noted the reduced service at our Na-
tion’s multipurpose projects, antiquated recreation facilities, and
shuttered recreation facilities. While the Committee agrees that
there are more pressing needs than recreation at Federal projects,
the Federal Government did provide these facilities and they pro-
vide substantial positive regional and national economic as well as
non-economic benefits. Upkeep of these facilities should not be ig-
nored. Additional user fees—which seems to be the preferred budg-
et mechanism to address this issue—will never provide sufficient
income to rehabilitate all of these facilities.

The Committee believes that this is no way to run a robust na-
tional infrastructure program. Last year the Committee rec-
ommended that the Corps include additional criteria into the
project prioritization process. It commends the administration for
having incorporated additional criteria into the fiscal year 2007
budget. However, the mix of projects is substantially unchanged.
The Committee does not believe that this prioritization method can
be salvaged into a useable system and believes the Corps needs to
scrap its strict adherence to the high RBRCR “business line” budg-
et model. The Committee has seen no evidence that it has im-
proved the budget process.

Rather than trying new budget models and new prioritization cri-
teria, the country needs to invest more heavily in its water re-
sources. Water resource projects are some of the only Federal ex-
penditures that go through a rigorous benefit to cost process to de-
termine benefits to the national economy. The standard of living
that we currently enjoy is due to the excess capacity that was built
into our water resources infrastructure by previous generations. By
failing to make new investments and rehabilitating aging infra-
structure, the Nation is not only falling behind our competition
around the world, but is jeopardizing our future economic growth.
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Budget Justifications

The Committee is concerned about the manner that budget jus-
tifications were prepared for the fiscal year 2007 budget. In the
past, the Corps provided justification sheets for each project and
presented them in budget order by Division across the country. For
fiscal year 2007, a single book of justification sheets was provided
by business lines. The Committee finds this manner of displaying
the budget virtually useless in being able to find meaningful infor-
mation on individual projects and studies. While the Committee be-
lieves that budget justifications could be improved by providing
more relevant budget information, particularly for operations and
maintenance projects, the method used for display in fiscal year
2007 was a giant step backwards. Further, the Committee notes
that budget justifications were not delivered to the Committee until
nearly a month after the President’s budget was released. This is
totally unacceptable, especially in light of the fact that every other
agency that the Committee oversees managed to present their
budget justifications on the day that the President’s budget was re-
leased. For fiscal year 2008, the Committee instructs that the
budget justifications should be prepared in the format used for fis-
cal year 2004, that is, prior to the business line budget model. Fur-
ther the Committee directs that budget justifications shall be deliv-
eredlto th(iz Committee no later than the day the President’s budget
is released.

Interagency Performance Evaluation Task Force Report on Hurri-
cane Katrina

The Chief of Engineers of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers cre-
ated an Interagency Performance Evaluation Task Force [IPET] to
perform an evaluation of the New Orleans and Southeast Louisiana
hurricane protection system during Hurricane Katrina. This team
consists of more than 150 government, academic, and private sector
scientists and engineers who dedicated themselves solely to this
task for the last 8 months. The draft final report is posted on the
worldwide web at https:/ipet.wes.army.mil. Volume VIII, Risk and
Reliability is currently under independent technical review and
should be posted in August 2006. The final report should be posted
in September 2006. The American Society of Civil Engineers is per-
forming an external peer review of the findings and their draft re-
port will be available in July 2006. This report is not intended as
a final expression of the findings or conclusions of the United
States Army Corps of Engineers, nor has it been adopted by the
Corps as such. Rather, this is a preliminary report summarizing
data and interim results compiled to date. As a preliminary report,
this document and the information contained therein are subject to
revisions and changes as additional information is obtained.

IPET also is conducting a risk and reliability assessment of the
entire system to aid in understanding the levels of protection that
will exist for the future. This methodology will support the Lou-
isiana Comprehensive Protection and Restoration Study due for
submittal to congress in December 2007.

There was no evidence of government or contractor negligence or
malfeasance. The team determined that the system generally was
built as designed, and design approaches were consistent with local
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engineering practice. However, several factors significantly im-
pacted the system’s performance. Sections of the system were built
below specified design elevations due to errors made in the vertical
datum that left decision makers without an accurate under-
standing of the level of protection. The original design developed
through use of the Standard Project Hurricane in 1965 and used
in the late 1980s was not representative of the hurricane hazard
at the time of the design. The hurricane protection was designed
and developed in a piecemeal fashion, resulting in inconsistent lev-
els of protection.

Much has been made by the media of the strength of Hurricane
Katrina. The Saffer-Simpson Hurricane rating scale is presented
below. It should be noted that more than one variable defines hur-
ricane strength.

Pressure Winds Storm Surge

Feet

Type Category
Millibars Inches Knots MPH

Tropical Depression .....

Tropical Storm ............

Hurricane Over 980 ......... over 28.94 .......... R 4-5
Hurricane 965-980 .. 28.5 28.93 6-8
Hurricane 945-965 .. 27.91-28.49 9-12
Hurricane 920-945 .. 27.17-27.90 13-18

Hurricane less than 920 .. | less than 27.17 .. | over 134 ... over 155 ... over 18

Hurricane Katrina was one of the strongest storms to impact the
coast of the United States during the last 100 years. At landfall,
sustained winds were 127 mph (a strong Category 3 hurricane, and
the minimum central pressure was the third lowest on record (920
mb). Only a couple of hours before landfall at Buras, Louisiana, a
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Buoy located about 50 miles
east of the mouth of the Mississippi River reported wave heights
of over 55 feet in the Gulf. At landfall, hurricane wind gusts were
being experienced more than 125 miles from the center of the
storm.

Though wind damage was significant, the legacy of Hurricane
Katrina will be the horrific storm surge which accompanied the
storm, appearing to have exceeded 25 feet in some locations in Mis-
sissippi where it utterly obliterated entire communities. Even
though weakening before landfall, several factors contributed to the
extreme storm surge: (a) the massive size of the storm, (b) the
strength of the system (Category 5) just prior to landfall, (¢) the
920 mb central pressure at landfall, and (d) the shallow offshore
waters. The storm generated water levels that for much of the sys-
tem significantly exceeded the design criteria, particularly in the
St. Bernard and Plaquemines Parishes.

Of the 50 major breaches experienced by the hurricane protection
system, all but four were due to overtopping and erosion. Those
four breaches, all in the outfall canals and one in the Inner Harbor
Navigation Canal, and all involving I-walls, occurred before water
levels reached the top of the floodwalls. All were caused by founda-
tion failures induced by the formation of a gap along the canal side
of the floodwall. The combination of factors that led to this failure
mode was not anticipated to occur at these locations by the levee
and floodwall designers. The most serious direct impact was the
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high number of deaths. While a large number of people were able
to evacuate, the groups least likely to be able to so on their own,
the poor, elderly, and disabled, were hardest hit. Direct property
losses were over $20,000,000,000; approximately 78 percent are at-
tributed to residential losses.

The findings indicate projects need resilience, an ability to with-
stand forces and conditions beyond those intended or estimated in
design without catastrophic failure. This includes recognizing risk
always exists and flood reduction projects need appropriate emer-
gency preparedness and response. The planning and design of flood
damage reduction projects should be based on a system-wide per-
formance to manage a piecemeal development of a project. A risk-
based planning and design approach would provide a more viable
capability to inform decisions on complex infrastructure where it is
described in consistent terms to include uncertainty. Lastly, contin-
ued investment in effort and resources is needed to update design
criteria and planning capabilities to keep pace with fast changing
technology.

The Committee recognizes that this disaster recovery is an un-
precedented undertaking, and the Committee commends the Corps
for the astonishing amount of progress made since the hurricanes
struck the area. However, the Committee has noted that sponsors
and stakeholders in southeast Louisiana are very concerned about
the seeming lack of a cogent, comprehensive, consistent plan for
the execution of work funded in the region and the lack of con-
sistent communications and coordination with their elected leaders
in the area. The Committee has noted the fact that different infor-
mation comes from different places within the Corps, doesn’t seem
coordinated, and seems to change almost daily—providing a con-
fusing environment for resolving these difficult issues. The Com-
mittee directs the Corps to restructure its disaster recovery mis-
sions to report to the Chief so that consistent information is pro-
vided to State and Federal agencies, the public and the Congress.

The Committee has been briefed on the interim Louisiana Coast-
al Restoration and Protection Plan and looks forward to the final
recommendations for the next steps in improving coastal storm de-
fenses.

Based on the briefing, the Committee emphasizes that the Chief
has been directed to conduct an analysis and design, not a tradi-
tional study, developing and presenting a full range of protection
measures exclusive of normal policy considerations. The Committee
expects information based on the Corps’ expertise in a timely man-
ner and unfiltered by policy goals of the administration. Further-
more, the Committee emphasizes that the Chief may submit re-
ports on component areas of the larger protection program for au-
thorization as soon as practicable and urges the Chief to utilize
this discretion.

Continuing Contracts and Reprogramming

Traditionally, the Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works Program
has been a truly integrated nationwide water infrastructure pro-
gram. As such, flexibility was required to manage the program.
Congress has given the Chief of Engineers great latitude in man-
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agement of this program in order to expend annual appropriations
as efficiently and effectively as possible.

Water resources projects, because of the nature of the work in-
volved, are funded on an incremental annual basis. As far back as
1922, Congress recognized the need for flexibility in management
and execution and provided the Corps with legislation that allowed
the use of continuing contracts for specifically authorized projects.
Congress recognized that by providing this flexibility it was relin-
quishing some measure of control over future appropriations; how-
ever, Congress believed that that was an acceptable trade-off for
the efficient use of limited funds.

In a 1977 decision, the Comptroller General confirmed that the
authority found in the 1922 law constituted an exception to the
Anti-Deficiency Act. Accordingly, the Corps has had the discretion
to use continuing contracts to execute any of its specifically author-
ized water resources projects since at least 1977. In the late 1990s,
the administration proposed that all Corps construction projects be
fully funded, rather than be incrementally funded as had been the
norm. Congress rejected this proposal in section 101 of the Energy
and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1999, Public Law
105-245.

Further, the Water Resources Development Act of 1999, Public
Law 106-53 contained a provision (section 206) relating to con-
tinuing contracts. Among other things, this legislation required the
Corps to award a continuing contract for virtually all water re-
sources projects. This position was confirmed by the Corps of Engi-
neers Chief Legal Counsel in 2005.

An often misunderstood and closely related issue to continuing
contracts is reprogramming of project funds. Reprogramming is a
legitimate management technique that maximizes utilization of
constrained resources. Reprogramming is generally defined as re-
allocation of funding from one program, project, or activity to an-
other within an appropriation, to promote efficient, effective use of
available funding, for optimum progress under changing conditions.

The history of reprogramming goes back to at least the 1950s
when the Comptroller General ruled that the Department of the
Army has almost unlimited legal authority to transfer appropriated
funds between projects. In the ensuing 50 years after the Comp-
troller General’s decision, policy concerning reprogramming was in-
crementally developed.

The Congress allowed reprogrammings for many reasons. Con-
gress has traditionally viewed water resource projects as invest-
ments in our national economy. As such, once a project was started
by the Congress, the Congress intended for the project to be com-
pleted. Congress recognized that the Corps, being much closer to
the actual work of project implementation, was better situated to
determine the proper funding levels for projects in a given work
year, and that this may involve moving funds around in order to
maintain the most efficient use of funding.

A corollary to this efficient use of funds was that the Corps was
to ensure that funds which had been reprogrammed away from a
project were made available when they were needed by that
project. It was not considered appropriate to request donated funds
as part of a budget request or as a capability statement as these
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funds had already been appropriated once. Movement of these
funds was supposed to be transparent and seamless in order to exe-
cute a program as efficiently as possible.

This system worked for many years. However, in the late 1990s
through the early 2000s, a combination of events occurred that
stretched the system to its breaking point. Congress noticed in the
mid to late 1990s that project execution by the Corps had slipped
dramatically. It was not uncommon to see execution rates of 60—
65 percent for construction projects during that period. The Appro-
priations Committee expressed concern about lagging execution to
the Corps and the large carryover balances in the Civil Works Pro-
gram. Upon hearing Congress’ concerns about project execution,
the Corps set about to determine how to fix this problem.

The congressional authorizers reacting to administration pro-
posals for fully funding projects enacted legislation modifying the
Corps’ traditional selective use of continuing contracts by ensuring
that virtually all contracts had to be continuing contracts. In an ef-
fort to address Congress’ concern about project execution, the Corps
response was to aim for full execution of annual appropriations.
The required use of continuing contracts for virtually all work
made this significantly easier. The Corps geared up to fully execute
their annual program and spend down their carryover balances.

Other events were also taking place during this same period that
did not attract the notice of the Corps or the Congress as much as
perhaps it should have. Annual budgets were becoming tighter.
The desire for new projects intensified due to back-to-back Water
Resources Development Acts. To accommodate these twin issues,
savings and slippage rates for all Corps accounts were increased.

Savings and slippage [S&S] is a budgetary term that recognizes
that nothing ever goes completely as planned. As Corps budgets
are initiated some 22 months before they are presented to Congress
a myriad of changes occur between this initial budget submission
and when funds are actually appropriated. Projects speed up and
slow down for a number of reasons. Hazardous wastes or a cultural
resources site is discovered in the project right-of-way; a local spon-
sor may not have his cost share in-place; additional alternatives
may need to be examined in a study; studies or even projects are
terminated. All of these things lead to uncertainties which impact
Corps budgets.

When viewed in the historical context of annual Corps spending
rates, reasonable percentages of S&S made sense as a way to ac-
commodate all projects needs, even if funding was insufficient, es-
pecially when combined with large carryovers of funds from year
to year. Around 2001-2002 Corps program execution had substan-
tially improved such that they were executing nearly 100 percent
of their annual program and had spent down their carryover bal-
ances. However, annual budgets were constrained, the pressure to
add projects continued and S&S rates continued to climb.

The cumulative effect adding additional projects and raising S&S
rates resulted in considerably more active projects than the annual
appropriation could fund at optimal levels. This contributed to the
inability to fulfill reprogramming commitments as the Corps spent
down carryover. Around 2003, the effects of these events combined
to force the Corps to adopt a “just-in-time” reprogramming policy.
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The problem was funding had gotten so tight, the Corps began to
have trouble meeting their reprogramming commitments. Just in
tim?1 s(,icarted meaning, hopefully, within the same year funds were
needed.

Members of Congress whose projects had donated surplus fund-
ing were understandably upset when these funds could not be re-
turned to these projects when they were needed. This situation con-
tinued through 2004. In 2005, Congress recognized that reprogram-
ming issues were a problem that had to be addressed. Two things
were done in fiscal year 2005 to address these problems. One was
to lower the S&S rates to more historic levels and Congress under-
took a comprehensive review and revision on reprogramming. How-
ever, the Corps did not put any reins on their efforts to execute 100
percent of their annual program. Funding shortages continued.
This resulted in the reforms enacted in the fiscal year 2006 Energy
and Water Act.

This act significantly altered the focus and management of the
Corps Civil Works program. Major changes to both continuing con-
tract authority and reprogramming guidance were enacted. Vir-
tually all reprogramming guidance up until then had been in the
report that accompanied the bill, rather than in the bill text, giving
the Corps flexibility when it was needed.

Two other pieces of legislation in the act severely restricted the
Corps’ ability to award continuing contracts. This continuing con-
tract legislation forces the Corps to construct projects within arbi-
trary funding limits. This creates inefficiencies that waste re-
sources. Corps’ contracts will have to be broken up into uneco-
nomical pieces. Multiple contracts will be required instead of a sin-
gle contrct, thus increasing costs. Contractors’ costs will increase as
multiple mobilizations and demobilizations occur where one may
have sufficed in the past. This will show up in higher bids. Prob-
ably the most devastating impact to the Corps is that starting and
stopping funding streams makes the Corps an unreliable partner.
If the Corps is seen as unreliable, contractor costs will increase
based on risk and uncertainty, increasing project costs. Instead of
inefficiently starting and stopping project funding each year de-
pending on different criteria, we need to go back to the traditional
congressional philosophy of finishing what we start.

Another major change is that the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army was given a much greater role in daily execu-
tion of the program than had ever been. Execution decisions that
were traditionally exercised by the Chief of Engineers in previous
years now must be coordinated through another bureaucracy. The
Chief has to seek permission to utilize continuing contracts or for
reprogramming actions that require congressional notification. All
of these decisions are filtered through OMB for “administration pol-
icy compliance” reviews. This is both time consuming and costly.

The Committee believes changes are necessary in both the con-
tinuing contracts and reprogramming guidance from fiscal year
2006 if the Corps is going to be able to continue to deliver the
projects and services that the country and the Congress expects of
them. The reprogramming guidance that was enacted in fiscal year
2006 is much too restrictive. Under the current law, the Committee
has had to approve reprogramming actions for as little as $12,000.
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In a $5,000,000,000 program this is unreasonable. Further, in
order for a reprogramming to get to the Committee for approval,
it must be approved at the Corps District level, Division level,
Headquarters level, Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army
level and the Office of Management and Budget level. Further, the
affected congressional Members of both the donating and the re-
ceiving project can object to the reprogramming starting the proc-
ess anew. It is no wonder that reprogramming actions have come
to a virtual standstill this fiscal year resulting in project delays,
contract terminations, large carryover balances and general uncer-
tainties throughout the Civil Works program.

Reprogramming

Reprogramming of civil works project funds has a long history in
the Corps as noted above. A unique system of definitions and ter-
minology for moving project funds was promulgated. For years, this
guidance worked well. However, in the last few years, these defini-
tions and terminology have become problematic. The Committee
recognizes that this is largely due to the Corps attempt to comply
with congressional desires to expend funding, in the fiscal year ap-
propriated, as efficiently and effectively as possible in an era when
funding was constrained, but the desire to fund more projects was
not.

Reprogramming guidance was substantially altered in Public
Law 109-103 to address the issues of definitions and terminology.
The Committee believes this directive went too far and has vir-
tually made the reprogramming of funds impossible. As evidence of
this, the Committee notes that the administration has proposed
funding projects in the Operations and Maintenance account in wa-
tershed regions as opposed to the traditional method of budgeting
by individual projects. While there may be legitimate reasons for
budgeting in this manner, the only one offered to the Committee
by administration officials was that this method would circumvent
the reprogramming directive currently in law. When the adminis-
tration develops an entirely new budget strategy to circumvent leg-
islative direction, the Committee believes that the legislative direc-
tion needs modification.

The Committee is concerned that the issues currently associated
with civil works reprogramming were initiated by prior Committee
comments concerning the level of carryover in the budget from one
year to the next. At the time that was noted, carryover amounts
were in the range of $800,000,000 annually. The Corps was suc-
cessful in lowering that carryover to about $300,000,000 by fiscal
year 2005. With the changes made in fiscal year 2006, the civil
works carryover balance is estimated to be nearly $1,500,000,000.
While the Committee believes that a certain level of carryover is
unavoidable and desirable, nearly one-fifth of the annual program
is not acceptable. Changes must be made by Congress and the
Corps to efficiently and effectively utilize annual appropriations
and reduce the carryover balance to more reasonable levels. With
the exceptionally large carryover balances, the Committee has con-
tinued to include small percentages of savings and slippage on all
accounts to maximize resources.
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The Committee expects the Chief of Engineers to execute the
Civil Works program generally in accordance with congressional di-
rection. This includes moving individual projects forward in accord-
ance with the funds annually appropriated. However, the Com-
mittee realizes that many factors outside the Corps’ control may
dictate the progress of any given project or study. Therefore, the
Committee believes that it is imperative to give the Chief of Engi-
neers ample flexibility to manage the program and to utilize excess
funds as they become available on a particular project in order to
move the entire program forward, effectively advancing projects to
completion and accruing the benefits and services for which they
were authorized, as soon as practicable. However, the Committee
notes that granting this flexibility also requires responsibility to in-
sure that appropriated funds are available for projects for which
they were appropriated, when needed.

The Committee further notes that current reprogramming rec-
ommendations have come to be elevated to the highest levels of the
Corps, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) and
OMB. The Committee believes that reprogrammings are oper-
ational decisions which should be delegated. The Committee be-
lieves that the Chief should delegate recommendation of re-
programming decisions to as low of a level as possible in order to
expedite reprogramming actions in order to efficiently and effec-
tively utilize scarce funds. The Civil Works Program Integration
Division’s mission is to develop the Civil Works Budget and to sup-
port the Division and Districts, in resolution of project issues pend-
ing in Headquarters as well as to monitor and assess program exe-
cution. Further, they provide procedures and guidance for program
and project management functions. The Committee believes that
tﬁe chief of this office would be ideally suited for this delegated au-
thority.

Reprogramming Guidance

The Committee expects the Chief of Engineers to develop specific
execution guidance to control and manage the reprogramming of
funds, which is consistent with law and prudent fiscal policy, and
to carry out the Civil Works program efficiently. New legislative
language is provided for reprogramming actions in fiscal year 2007.
The Committee expects the Chief to maximize the use of the an-
nual funding provided by the Congress. The Committee under-
stands that this may create “paybacks” in future years and cau-
tions that the reprogramming actions recommended should be nec-
essary to advance projects or studies and that the funds from do-
nating projects are truly surplus for the needs in the current year
and the budget year as there will be no way to budget for return
of these funds until the following budget year.

The Committee is convinced that separate and unique re-
programming guidance is necessary for the various appropriations
accounts of the Corps due to the very differing activities funded by
these accounts. The Committee recognizes that General Investiga-
tions, Construction, General and Operations and Maintenance are
managed very differently within the Corps. The General Investiga-
tions account is generally the poorest fiscal performing account due
to the myriad of unknowns in the planning process. These range
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from forecasting local sponsor abilities to provide their mandatory
share of funding in a timely manner and on schedule, to unknowns
discovered during implementation of the planning process. The
projects funded in the Operations and Maintenance account are
generally the easiest to forecast as these are planned expenditures
for typically known issues or routine services. Where this becomes
a problem in Operations and Maintenance is when unanticipated
and unfunded failures occur, which must be dealt with on an emer-
gency basis. For these reasons the Committee has provided dif-
ferent thresholds for approval of reprogrammings.

A reprogramming is defined as either the change in purpose, or
the movement of funds into or out of a program, project or activity
funded by one of the civil works appropriation accounts of the
Army Corps of Engineers. A reprogramming action may not be
used to initiate a program, project or activity. Multiple
reprogrammings into or out of projects is discouraged; however, the
Committee recognizes that there may be cases, particularly in the
Construction, General and Operations and Maintenance accounts
where multiple transactions may be appropriate. Each of these
transactions shall count toward the reprogramming thresholds.
They shall not be viewed individually nor should the Corps use
multiple transactions from multiple projects in order to stay below
the established threshold reporting requirements. The Corps shall
provide a quarterly report to the House and Senate Appropriations
Committees reporting all reprogramming actions in the previous
quarter. Approval of both House and Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees is required in advance for reprogramming actions that ex-
ceed the thresholds described below.

General Investigations.—Reprogramming a cumulative total of 50
percent or $1,000,000, whichever is less, is permitted for each
study, program or activity in this account. However, in no case
should a reprogramming action under this account for less than
$25,000 be submitted to the Committees for approval. The Com-
mittee does not object to reprogramming up to $50,000 to any con-
tinuing study or program that did not receive an appropriation in
the current year.

Construction, General.—Reprogramming a cumulative total of 50
percent or $3,000,000, whichever is less, is permitted for each
study, program or activity in this account. However, in no case
should a reprogramming action under this account for less than
$50,000 be submitted to the Committees for approval. The Com-
mittee does not object to reprogramming of up to $300,000 to any
continuing project or program that did not receive an appropriation
in the current year.

Operations and Maintenance.—Unlimited reprogramming author-
ity is granted in order for the Corps to be able to respond to emer-
gencies. The Chief of Engineers must notify the House and Senate
Appropriations Committees of these emergency actions as soon
thereafter as practicable. For all other situations, reprogramming
a cumulative total of 50 percent or $5,000,000, whichever is less,
is permitted for each study, program or activity in this account.
However, in no case should a reprogramming action under this ac-
count for less than $75,000 be submitted to the Committees for ap-
proval. The Committee does not object to reprogramming of up to
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$500,000 to any continuing project or program that did not receive
an appropriation in the current year.

Mississippi River and Tributaries.—The Corps should follow the
same reprogramming guidelines for the General Investigations,
Construction, General and Operation and Maintenance portions of
the Mississippi River and Tributaries Account as listed above.

Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program.—The Corps
may reprogram up to 15 percent of the base of the receiving
project.

Construction Contracting

The Committee believes that the Corps needs flexibility in the
types of contracting methods used for construction of water re-
source projects. Currently, three main types of contracts are used.
Lump sum contracts, fully funded continuing contracts and par-
tially funded continuing contracts. Between August 17, 1999 and
November 15, 2006, the Corps relied almost entirely on partially
funded continuing contracts, as required by law. Public Law 109—
103 challenged this reliance on partially funded continuing con-
tracts and changed the requirement to use continuing contracts
and made it optional. Another provision of Public Law 109-103
made the use of partially funded continuing contracts difficult. The
unfortunate result has become an almost total reliance on fully
funded contracts. The Committee believes that a balance of con-
tracting mechanisms is necessary in order to prosecute the Corps’
work. The Committee expects the Corps to avail themselves of the
ability to use partially funded continuing contracts where this is
the best use of funding and use other contracting vehicles where
appropriate.

The Committee is aware that there are numerous other types of
contracting mechanisms that are in use by the Federal Govern-
ment, but may not be available to the Corps due to statutory limi-
tations. The Committee directs the Chief of Engineers to submit a
report, by September 30, 2006, to the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee with his views on current contracting mechanisms available
to him and his recommendations as to other contracting mecha-
nisms that would be beneficial in executing the Corps’ mission.

The House Report (109-275) that accompanies Public Law 109—
103 gives the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works ap-
proval for use of continuing contracts. This puts the Assistant Sec-
retary’s office squarely in the day-to-day operations of the Corps.
The Committee does not believe that this office has the staff or ex-
pertise to make these types of operational decisions nor does the
Committee think that it is appropriate. District Commanders are
the appropriate officials to determine contracting mechanisms as
they are closest to the work being performed. Elevating these deci-
sions to Division offices or higher only promotes delays and ineffi-
ciencies.

Executive Direction and Management

The Committee continues to believe that the Chief of Engineers
should be responsible for the overall management and execution of
the Civil Works Program of the Corps of Engineers. Day to day
operational management and execution of the program are inher-
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ent functions of his subordinates, but he is ultimately responsible.
The Committee is encouraged that the Chief has managed to re-
assert some measure of control over the program. The Committee
hopes that the Chief will continue along this path.

Five Year Comprehensive Budget Planning

While the Committee appreciates the Corps’ attempts to provide
a meaningful 5-year budget plan, it recognizes the inherent difficul-
ties between the legislative and executive branches in preparing a
useful plan. The executive branch is unwilling to project a 5-year
horizon for projects for which they do not budget leaving a sizeable
percentage of the Corps annual appropriations with a year to year
event horizon for planning purposes. The fact that a sizeable por-
tion of the annual appropriations are dedicated to congressional
priorities is not a new phenomenon. Many major public works
projects over the last two centuries have been funded on an annual
basis without a clear budget strategy. The Committee would wel-
come the ideas and the opportunity to work with the executive
branch to determine a mutually agreeable way to develop an inte-
grated 5-year comprehensive budget that displays true funding
needs for congressional as well as administration priorities. Any-
thing less will only give a partial view of the investments needed
in water resources infrastructure.

Study and Project Reviews

The Committee notes that review times have markedly improved
for Corps of Engineers documents at the Headquarters, Office of
the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) and the Office
of Management and Budget since statutory time frames and notifi-
f)atlzions were imposed on these reviews. This is shown in the table

elow.

Project Date to OMB Date review completed Date to Congress

J.T. Myers/Greenup L&Ds KY, OH, IN .....ccoooririniinriirins 23 Aug 01 3 May 05 ... 4 Jan 06

Stillaguamish River, WA 18 Apr 02 . 28 Nov 05 ... 16 Dec 05
Duwamish-Green Rivers, WA .......coovrvomrereeerereeeeeeeris 9 May 02 21 Nov 05 .o 16 Dec 05
Napa River Salt Marsh Restoration, CA .......cccooovvvrervnnee. 17 Aug 04 1 Nov 05 16 Nov 05
Turkey Creek, KS & MO 28 Oct 04 14 Oct 05 12 Dec 05
Hamilton Airfield, Bel Marin, CA ......cocoveveeeeeeeereeenae 4 Feb 05 ... 20 Apr 05 ... 3 May 05
Silver Strand, CA 17 Feb 05 . 22 Apr 05 ... 6 May 05
Southwest Valley, NM 18 Apr 05 . 14 Jun 05 ... 1 Jul 05

Centralia, WA 2 May 05 .. 15 Jun 05 ... 1 Jul 05

Jacksonville Harbor, FL 26 May 05 22 Jul 05 ... 3 Aug 05

Indian River Lagoon, FL 22 Jun 05 17 Oct 05 ... 1 Feb 06

Denver Co. Reach, South Platte R, CO ......ccccoovvrrirerrrnnes 5 Jul 05 2 Sep 05 13 Oct 05
Louisiana Coastal Area, LA 1 Sep 05 1 Nov 05 18 Nov 05
Dare County Beaches, NC 1 Nov 05 6 Jan 06 27 Jan 06
Chickamauga L&D, TN 16 Jun 04 11 Jan 06 .............. 24 Jan 06
Miami Harbor, FL 23 Feb 06 . 24 Apr 06 ... 5 May 06
Rilito River, Pima County, AZ .......cccovvvevverieeierereeerans 1 Mar 06 1 May 06 ... 16 May 06

However, the Committee is not pleased that this improved re-
view time only applies to new documents that have been forwarded
for review. Many documents have been languishing for 3 to 4 years.
This is unacceptable to the Committee and should be to OMB as
well. The following table shows the name of the document, when
it was forwarded to OMB and the current status.
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Project Date to OMB Status
Delaware Coastline, Port Mahon, DE ........c.ccoooovvervrrierecreieeennne 7 Jun 99 & 8 Jan 02 Pending
Rio de Flag, AZ 18 Sep 03 Pending
Breckinridge, MN 10 Jul 04 .. Pending
Park River at Grafton, ND 27 May 04 Pending
Jackson Hole, Snake River, WY 4 Mar 02 .. Active Review
Dallas Floodway Extension, TX 18 Aug 04 Pending
Whitewater River Basin, CA 9 May 02 .. Pending
Ohio River Restoration, OH 4 Mar 02 .. Returned to ASA(CW)
Port Sutton, FL 27 Sep 03 Pending
Port Monmouth, NJ 19 May 03 ... Pending
Deep Creek Bridge, VA 27 Aug 03 ... Active Review
Matagorda Bay Re-Route, TX 8 Sep 03 .. Pending
Morganza to the Gulf, LA 8 May 04 .. Pending
Smith Island, MD 22 Oct 02 Pending
Peoria Riverfront Development, IL 28 Feb 04 Pending
Tanque Verde, AZ 2 Jun 04 Pending
Riverside Oxbow, TX 30 Jul 04 & 26 May 05 Pending
Corpus Christi Ship Channel, TX 16 Sep 04 ... Pending
GIWW, High Island to Brazo, T 8 Oct 04 ... Pending
American River Watershed, Long-Term Study, CA .......ccccevverernanee 8 Oct 04 ... Pending
Swope Park Industrial Area, MO 28 Oct 04 . Pending
South River, Raritan River Basin, NJ .......cooovvevereeeeereecereierenenns 5 Nov 04 .. Pending
False Pass, AK 3 Dec 04 .. Pending
Puget Sound, WA 2 May 05 .. Returned to ASA(CW) !
Missouri and Middle Mississippi River .... 30 Aug 05 Returned to ASA(CW) !
Upper Mississippi River Navigation Study 2 Feb 06 ... Withdrawn 2
Rilito River, Pima County, AZ 1 Mar 06 Approved
East Baton Rouge, LA 16 Mar 06 ... Pending
St. Clair River/Lake St. Clair, MI 22 Mar 06 ... Pending

! Programmatic Document (no Chief's Report).

2 Chief's Rpt withdrawn pending economic revaluation.

The Committee directs the Chief of Engineers to work with the
ASA[CW] and OMB to develop a plan to complete these policy com-
pliance reviews as expeditiously as possible and forward the rec-
ommendations of these reports to Congress. This plan should be
presented to the appropriate House and Senate authorizing and
Appropriations Committees no later than September 30, 2006. The
Committee directs that reviews of all of these documents should be
completed no later than December 31, 2007.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

Appropriations, 2006 ..
Budget estimate, 2007
House allowance
Committee recommendation

1 $162,360,000
94,000,000
128,000,000
168,517,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $40,600,000.

This appropriation funds studies to determine the need, engi-
neering feasibility, economic justification, and the environmental
and social suitability of solutions to water and related land re-
source problems; and for preconstruction engineering and design
work, data collection, and interagency coordination and research
activities.

The planning program is the entry point for Federal involvement
in solutions to the Nation’s water resource problems and needs.
Unfortunately, the General Investigations [GI] account is evis-
cerated in the budget request. Two studies, Louisiana Coastal Area
and the National Flood Project Inventory, consume 48 percent of
the administration’s GI request. This budget seems to be saying
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that the Nation should concentrate scarce resources on completing
construction of projects underway as rapidly as possible. The Com-
mittee believes this argument is remarkably shortsighted. It as-
sumes that the country will stop growing and that new investment
opportunities will not be present.

In truth, as the country grows, new investment opportunities will
be presented and some previously authorized projects may no
longer make sense or may be less competitive. The Corps should
keep presenting the administration and Congress with new invest-
ment opportunities in order for the Nation to remain competitive
in a global economy. The only conclusion one can draw from the ad-
ministration’s GI proposal is that they are determined to redirect
the Corps towards construction, operation and maintenance by
strangling their ability to evaluate water resource problems and
needs.

Planning is a very specialized discipline within the Corps. The
Committee recognizes that the Corps has been hemorrhaging talent
in this area for years and has been unable to hire replacements
due to budget constraints. Once this planning capability is lost, the
Corps will be unable to rebuild it rapidly, if ever. This will greatly
impact their relevance to water resource development.

The Committee notes that much of the public discourse over
Corps of Engineers projects has revolved around the formulation of
water resource projects. One possible reason is the loss of the pro-
fessional talent in this specialized era. Another possible reason is
that the the policies that the Corps uses for determining invest-
ment decisions were developed more than 20 years ago. The Corps
is one of the few Federal agencies that can project returns on in-
vestment to the national economy from the projects and programs
that they undertake. However, the Committee recognizes that the
world economy has changed dramatically in the intervening years
since this guidance was developed.

The administration’s economic theory of estimating “national eco-
nomic development benefits” and not counting the effects of re-
gional benefits assumes that if an investment decision is not made
in a particular State or region, the industry will simply move to an-
other, more efficient location and or mode of transportation, else-
where in the United States. Current polices do not take into ac-
count the amount of private investment that follows these Federal
investments. Water compelled rates for alternate modes of trans-
portation are ignored in benefit to cost calculations.

The current theory in the administration’s policies holds that the
country will eventually get the benefits, just somewhere else within
the country. The preponderance of evidence over the last 5-7 years
leads the Committee to believe that this economic theory has
changed. When American businesses become inefficient now, the
investment, the industry and the jobs move overseas—away from
the United States.

Unfortunately the opportunities for investments are being ig-
nored by the administration and, to some extent, by the Congress.
The Committee believes that water resources investments provide
positive returns to the economy and that they should be given the
same consideration as funding for any other homeland or national
security investment within the national budget. The Committee be-
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lieves that the administration should substantially overhaul guid-
ance for development of water resources projects to maximize the
investment decisions available to the administration to improve the
Nation’s competitiveness.

The Committee has provided for a robust and balanced planning
program for fiscal year 2007. The Committee has included a limited
number of new study starts as well as provided completion funds
for a number of studies. The Committee has used the traditional
view within the Corps planning program that only considers new
starts as those that have never received GI funds before. To pro-
vide additional transparency in the budget process, the Committee
ha]s1 segregated the budget into three columns in the following
table.

The first column represents the reconnaissance phase of the
planning process. These cursory studies determine if there is a
Federal interest in a water resource problem or need and if there
is a cost sharing sponsor willing to move forward with the study.
The next column represents the feasibility phase of the study.
These detailed studies determine the selected alternative to be rec-
ommended to the Congress for construction. The third column rep-
resents the Preconstruction engineering and design phase. These
detailed designs are prepared while the project recommended to
Congress is authorized for construction.

The Committee believes that by segregating the table in this
manner that more attention will be focused on the various study
phases, and a more balanced planning program will be developed.
As the last two columns are generally cost shared, they dem-
onstrate the commitment by cost sharing sponsors to be a part of
the Federal planning process. By the same token, it also shows the
level of commitment of the Federal Government to these cost shar-
ing sponsors. The Committee directs that the fiscal year 2008 plan-
ning budget be presented to the Committee in this fashion.

The budget request, the House allowance and the recommended
Committee allowance are shown on the following table:
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Atka Harbor, Alaska.—The Committee recommended $200,000 to
initiate this reconnaissance study.

DeLong Mountain Harbor, Alaska.—The Committee provided
$100,000 to complete feasibility studies and $400,000 to initiate
preconstruction engineering and design.

Kenai River Bluff Erosion, Alaska.—The Committee rec-
ommended $400,000 to continue technical studies of the erosion
problems.

Lower Mississippi River Resource Assessment, Arkansas, Illinois,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee.—The
Committee recommends $250,000 to initiate an expanded recon-
naissance study. The study will include three assessments: (1) a
list which identifies data gaps in information needed for river-re-
lated management; (2) an assessment of natural resource habitat
needs; and (3) a needs assessment for river-related recreation ac-
cess.

May Branch, Fort Smith, Arkansas.—$250,000 is provided to exe-
cute a design agreement and initiate preconstruction engineering
and design.

Red River Navigation, Southwest Arkansas, Arkansas and Lou-
isiana.—The Committee recommends $400,000 to initiate
preconstruction engineering and design.

Coyote Creek Watershed, California.—The Committee included
$100,000 to initiate reconnaissance studies.

Los Angeles River Watercourse Improvement, Headworks, Cali-
fornia.—$562,000 is provided to complete the feasibility studies.

Malibu Creek Watershed, California.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $608,000 to complete the feasibility study.

Morro Bay Estuary, California.—$275,000 is provided to com-
plete the feasibility study.

San Clemente Shoreline, California.—The Committee included
$329,000 to complete the feasibility study.

Fountain Creek and Tributaries, Colorado.—The Committee pro-
vided $449,000 to complete the feasibility study.

Boulder Creek, Greeley, Colorado.—The Committee included
$100,000 to initiate this reconnaissance study. The Committee
notes that studies were initiated under the Continuing Authorities
Program, but that the scope of the study was considered to large
for the program.

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material in Delaware Estuary, Dela-
ware.—$125,000 is provided to initiate the reconnaissance study.
The study will be coordinated closely with ongoing efforts that are
being undertaken by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in using
dredged material to alleviate acid mine drainage concerns.

Flagler County, Florida.—$250,000 is provided to continue feasi-
bility studies for shore damage reduction. The Committee notes
that recent storms have begun to threaten the county’s major evac-
uation route to State Road A1A.

Walton County, Florida.—$553,000 is provided to complete the
preconstruction, engineering and design phase. This study is a test
bed for the Institute of Water Resources Hurricane and Storm
Damage Reduction model.

Waialua-Kaiaka Watershed Restoration Study, Oahu, Hawaii.—
The Committee provided $200,000 to initiate the reconnaissance
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study to investigate the comprehensive scope and extensive water
resource problems in the watershed.

Boise River, Idaho.—The Committee provided a total of $330,000
for study efforts on this project. $44,000 is to complete the recon-
naissance phase with the remainder to be used to initiate a cost
shared feasibility study.

Upper Mississippi River-1llinois Waterway Navigation System, Il-
linois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin.—The Committee
recommendation includes $20,000,000 for continuation of
preconstruction engineering and design studies. The Committee
recognizes the need to modernize this more than 60-year-old navi-
gation system and has provided continued funding for both struc-
tural design and environmental restoration work.

Cedar Rapids, Iowa.—The Committee provided $150,000 to ini-
tiate a cost-shared feasibility study. Reconnaissance level studies
were completed under the Continuing Authorities Program, how-
ever, the scope of the proposed project exceeds the limits of the
Continuing Authorities Program.

Marion Reservoir Watershed Ecosystem Restoration, Kansas.—
This feasibility study is an interim under the Grand (Neosho) River
Basin. The Committee provided $150,000 for this study.

Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem Restoration, Louisiana.—The
Committee provides $15,000,000 for these important studies. The
Committee has elected not to fund a separate Science and Tech-
nology line item under this study and directs the Corps not to in-
clude this line item in the fiscal year 2008 budget. This line item
appears to be an attempt to fund other Federal agencies to under-
take science activities that are not being funded within those agen-
cies. If the administration believes this is worthwhile science, then
they should budget for this work under the appropriate agency.
The Committee recommendation is $10,000,000 less than the re-
quest as it is the Committee’s understanding that approximately
that amount will be carried over into fiscal year 2007 due to delays
in the study. Any funds from the fiscal year 2006 appropriation
that remain unexpended in the Science and Technology line should
be utilized on advancing the study not science activities.

West Pearl Navigation, Louisiana and Mississippi.—$100,000 is
provided to initiate reconnaissance studies to deauthorize this anti-
quated navigation project. The project has been in caretaker status
for more than 10 years.

Eastern  Shore-Chesapeake @ Bay  Marshlands,  Maryland
(Blackwater Wildlife Refuge).—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $425,000 for this study that was initiated under the Con-
tinuing Authorities Program in fiscal year 2006. $100,000 is to
complete the reconnaissance phase with the remainder to initiate
the feasibility phase.

Ecorse Creek, Michigan.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $300,000 for the preconstruction engineering and design
phase to initiate the general reevaluation report.

Great Lakes Navigational System, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana,
Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin.—The
funds provided are to be used to complete the supplement to the
reconnaissance report of Great Lakes St. Lawrence Seaway Naviga-
tion Study, which, based on previous agreement between the sec-



42

retary, the ministry of transportation Canada, and the Secretary of
the U.S. Department of Transportation, is to be limited in scope to
evaluating the economic, engineering and environmental impacts of
maintaining the Great Lakes St. Lawrence Seaway at current size
draft and length of locks. The secretary is directed to complete the
supplemental report by September 2007, after which Congress, in-
terested State and Federal agencies, and the public shall review
the report for 1 year to determine whether additional study is war-
ranted.

Roseau, Minnesota.—$326,000 is included to complete
preconstruction engineering and design.

Kansas Citys, Missouri and Kansas.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $750,000 for this effort. $250,000 is included
for completion of the feasibility phase and $500,000 is for initiation
of preconstruction engineering and design.

Missouri River Degradation, Mile 340 to 400, Missouri and Kan-
sas.—The Committee included $300,000 to initiate an expanded Re-
connaissance Study. The Missouri River in this reach has experi-
enced significant degradation or downcutting of the river bed.
There is a strong indication that this degradation could impact
navigation, flood control and other infrastructure in the area.

Yellowstone River Corridor, Montana.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $1,000,000 to complete topographic mapping
for the study.

New Jersey Shore Protection, Hereford Inlet to Cape May Inlet,
New Jersey.—The Committee included $104,000 over the budget re-
quest to complete the preconstruction engineering and design
phase of this study.

Mahoning River, Ohio.—$500,000 is included to complete the
preconstruction engineering and design phase.

Walla Walla River Basin, Oregon and Washington.—$650,000 is
provided to prepare and release the draft feasibility report/environ-
mental impact statement for public review.

Cedar Bayou, Texas.—$647,000 are provided to complete
preconstruction engineering and design.

Matagorda Ship Channel, Texas.—$400,000 is provided to con-
tinue the major rehabilitation study of the safety and reliability of
the jettied entrance to the channel.

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway Bridge Replacement at Deep
Creek, Chesapeake, Virginia.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $289,000 to complete the preconstruction engineering and
design phase.

Dismal Swamp and Dismal Swamp Canal, Chesapeake, Vir-
ginia.—$152,000 is provided to complete the final feasibility study
for Phase I and to develop the draft feasibility study for Phase II.

Vicinity of Willoughby Spit, Norfolk, Virginia.—The Committee
recommendation includes $403,000 to complete the preconstruction
engineering and design phase.

Bear River, Wyoming.—$100,000 is provided for reconnaissance
studies for flood control and environmental restoration in the Bear
River Basin above Bear Lake.

National Inventory of Flood /Storm Damage Reduction Projects.—
No funds have been provided for this effort as $30,000,000 was pro-
vided via supplemental appropriations to initiate this effort in De-



43

cember 2005. The Committee is supportive of this effort; however,
the Committee believes that the scope of this study effort is poorly
defined. The Committee notes that this study effort consumes a
large portion of the General Investigations budget over the next 5
years, yet it is unclear what the outputs of the study will be. The
Committee recommends that the administration better define the
scope of the study and the intended outputs before additional funds
are provided. The Committee believes that providing additional re-
sources to Flood Plain Management Services and Planning Assist-
ance to States might achieve the same goals at a lower cost.

Other Coordination Programs.—Within the funds provided,
$600,000 is provided for Lake Tahoe coordination activities.

Planning Assistance to States.—The Committee recommendation
includes $6,300,000 for this nationwide program. Within the funds
provided, $500,000 is for Kansas River Basin Watershed and
Streamways, Kansas; $110,000 is for Ground Water Study, Greene
County, Missouri; $150,000 is for Repaupo Watershed Flooding,
New Jersey; $200,000 is for the Delaware Estuary Salinity Mod-
eling Study, New Jersey and Delaware; $59,000 to complete the
Mangum Lake, Oklahoma, Phase V; $253,000 to complete the Ar-
kansas River Corridor Master Plan, Oklahoma; $75,000 to complete
the Bartlesville Water Supply Study, Oklahoma; $23,000 to com-
plete the Port of Siuslaw, Oregon-Dredged Material Placement
Study; $200,000 is for the Memphis Riverfront Development, Ten-
nessee, N Phase 3; and $60,000 is for the Flood Control and Storm
Water Management, Chesapeake, Virginia.

Coastal Field Data Collection.—The Committee has provided
$4,900,000 for this nationwide program. Within the funds provided
$1,000,000 for the Coastal Data Information Program; $1,000,000
for the Southern California Beach Processes Study; $750,000 is for
the Surge and Wave Island Modeling Studies, Hawaii; and
$750,000 is for the Pacific Island Land Ocean Typhoon Experiment
Program.

Flood Plain Management Services Program.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $11,741,000. Within the funds provided
$200,000 for White Clay Creek, Delaware; $500,000 is for Albany,
Georgia; $1,000,000 is for Hurricane Evacuation Studies, Hawaii;
$205,000 is for Kaaawa, Hawaii; $50,000 is for Waikapu, Hawaii;
$50,000 is for Wailuku, Hawaii; $300,000 is for Will County, Illi-
nois; $161,000 is for East Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana;
$1,000,000 is for Livingston Parish, Louisiana; and $1,900,000 is
for Papillion Creek Watershed, Nebraska.

Research and Development—The Committee has included
$35,000,000 for the Corps nationwide research and development
programs. The Committee believes that this is an important area
of the Corps’ program that should be supported and has provided
$19,800,000 above the budget request. Within the funds provided
$1,000,000 is provided for submerged aquatic vegetation research
in the Chesapeake Bay; $1,500,000 is provided for the Center for
Computer Assisted Dispute Resolution [CADRE] within the Insti-
tute for Water Resources to undertake research, development,
training and application activities consistent with the mission stat-
ed by the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Subcommittee on
Water Availability and Quality for collaborative tools and processes
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for U.S. water solutions in partnership with the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of
Energy and its research laboratories, and other Federal and non-
Federal parties to develop solutions to water availability and qual-
ity problems through public participation and collaboration proc-
esses, decision-support computer technologies, and techniques for
integrating these within various water contexts using tools that in-
clude portable, physical and social simulation modules, software to
link existing water management software, as well as interfaces for
both collaborative model development and displaying modeling re-
sults and tradeoffs; $1,000,000 is provided for the Southwest Flood
Damage Development and Demonstration program to be conducted
in close coordination and cooperation with the New Mexico District
Office, the University of New Mexico and Sandia National Labora-
tories; $2,000,000 is provided for innovative technology demonstra-
tions for urban flooding and channel restoration in Nevada. These
demonstrations will be conducted in close coordination and coopera-
tion with the Urban Water Research Program of the Desert Re-
search Institute and the University of New Mexico; and $1,500,000
is provided for implementation of the Collaborative Planning and
Management Demonstration Program within the Institute for
Water Resources in collaboration with Sandia National Labora-
tories and the Idaho National Laboratory.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

Appropriations, 2006 ...........cccecieeiiienieniieie e 1$2,348,280,000
Budget estimate, 2007 1,555,000,000
House allowance ...........cccccoeevvvvveeeeeeeecinnns 1,947,171,000
Committee recommendation 2,042,429,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $650,817,000

This appropriation includes funds for construction, major reha-
bilitation and related activities for water resources development
projects having navigation, flood control, water supply, hydro-
electric, environmental restoration, and other attendant benefits to
the Nation. The construction and major rehabilitation projects for
inland and costal waterways will derive one-half of the funding
from the Inland Waterway Trust Fund. Funds to be derived from
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund will be applied to cover the
Federal share of the Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Program.

The Committee has previously stated its rejection of the adminis-
tration’s proposal to move projects from this account to the Oper-
ations and Maintenance account. Due to constrained funding, the
Committee reduced the requested amounts for some administration
projects. This should not be perceived as a lack of support for any
of these projects, rather it is an attempt by the Committee to bal-
ance out the program across the Nation and fund most of the more
than 500 projects or studies that were funded by Congress in the
fiscal year 2006 Energy and Water Appropriations Act but were not
addressed by the administration proposal.

Even with a more than $400,000,000 increase to the Corps’ ac-
counts, the Committee is unable to address all of the needs. By the
Committee’s estimate, only about 55-60 percent of the needed
funding is available for this account. Construction schedules will
slip due to this constrained funding. This will result in deferred
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benefits to the national economy. The Committee does not believe
that we can prioritize our way out of this problem. Adequate re-
sources have been denied for too long. Only providing adequate re-
sources for these national investments will resolve this situation.

The Committee has included a limited number of new construc-
tion starts as well as provided completion funding for a number of
projects. As in the General Investigations account, the Committee
has embraced the traditional view of new starts. New starts are
generally defined as those projects that have not received Construc-
tion, General funding in the past. The Committee has included all
of the administration’s proposed new construction starts, including
the major rehabilitation projects that were proposed for funding in
the Operations and Maintenance account.

The appropriation provides funds for the Continuing Authorities
Program (projects which do not require specific authorizing legisla-
tion), which includes projects for flood control (section 205), emer-
gency streambank and shoreline protection (section 14), beach ero-
sion control (section 103), mitigation of shore damages (section
111), navigation projects (section 107), snagging and clearing (sec-
tion 208), aquatic ecosystem restoration (section 206), beneficial
uses of dredged material (section 204), and project modifications for
improvement of the environment (section 1135).

The budget request, the House allowance and the approved Com-
mittee allowance are shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recg%rlr']nrgriwté:?ion
ALABAMA
MOBILE HARBOR, AL 2,069 2,600 2,069
TUSCALOOSA, AL 5,000
WALTER F GEORGE POWERPLANT, AL & GA (REPLACEMENT) 5,000 5,000 5,000
ALASKA
AKUTAN HARBOR, AK 9,000
ALASKA COASTAL EROSION, AK 5,000
CHIGNIK HARBOR, AK 5,000 | oo 5,000
FALSE PASS HARBOR. AK 500
HAINES HARBOR, AK 1,000
NOME HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS, AK 3,000
SAND POINT HARBOR, AK 3,500 3,500 5,500
SITKA BREAKWATER, AK 6,300
ST. PAUL HARBOR, AK 3,000
UNALASKA HARBOR, AK 10,000
ARIZONA
NOGALES, AZ 1,000 3,000
RIO DEL FLAG, FLAGSTAFF, AZ 1,500
RIO SALADA, PHOENIX AND TEMPE REACHES, AZ 8,400
TRES RIOS, AZ 2,000
TUCSON DRAINAGE AREA, PIMA COUNTY, AZ 2,000
ARKANSAS
MONTGOMERY POINT LOCK AND DAM, AR 14,000 14,000 13,000
MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR & OK ...... | oo 300 | s
RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM, LA, AR, OK, & TN 2,500
RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION, AR & LA 4,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee
recommendation

CALIFORNIA
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (COMMON FEATURES), CA

AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MINI RAISE), CA

AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MODIFICATION), CA ...........
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CA
CALFED LEVEE STABILITY PROGRAM, CA

46,800

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA

CITY OF CORONADO TRANSBAY PROJECT, CA

CORTE MADERA CREEK, CA
FARMINGTON GROUNDWATER, CA

GUADALUPE RIVER, CA
HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA .......cccooomrveirirnnrriirranns
HARBOR/SOUTH BAY WATER RECYCLING PROJECT, CA

5,000
11,700

HEACOCK & CACTUS CHANNELS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA ......ccovirrvviissrnriceicssnnsiiiin
LOS ANGELES HARBOR DEEPENING, CA

5,564

MID-VALLEY AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA

MURRIETA CREEK, CA

NAPA RIVER, CA
OAKLAND HARBOR (50 FOOT PROJECT), CA .o
PETALUMA RIVER, CA

PLACER COUNTY SUB-REGIONAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT, CA ...........
PORT OF LONG BEACH (DEEPENING), CA
SACRAMENTO AREA, CA

SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA ....cccovvvvvccrrrii
SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEP WATER SHIP CHANNEL

SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON, CA

SAN LORENZO RIVER, CA

SAN LUIS REY, CA

SAN RAMON VALLEY RECYCLED WATER, CA

SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CA

SANTA MARIA RIVER LEVEE, CA
SOUTH PERRIS PROJECT, CA

SURFSIDE-SUNSET-NEWPORT BEACH, CA!
UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CA

UPPER NEWPORT, CA

YUBA BASIN, CA

BEACH/DEWEY BEACH, DE

DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, DE

WASHINGTON, DC & VICINITY

BROWARD COUNTY, FL

CEDAR HAMMOCK, WARES CREEK, FL
CENTRAL & SOUTH FLORIDA

DADE COUNDY, FL

54,080 56,080
2,000
SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS, CA ..o 7313 9,700
STOCKTON METRO FLOOD CONTROL REIMBURSE, CA 1,500
SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER, CA (DAM SAFETY) w..ccoovvvivivmrrrriiiissnniiiin 25,000 25,000
1,200
5,000
1,500
DELAWARE
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, ROOSEVELT INLET TO LEWES ! 60
DELAWARE COAST, BETHANY BEACH TO SOUTH BETHATNY BEACH ........
DELAWARE COAST, CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, DE
DELAWARE COAST, CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, REHOBETH
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
320 | s
FLORIDA
BREVARD COUNTY SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT, FL (GRR)
BREVARD COUNTY, FL (CANAVERAL HARBOR) ! 10,000
750
6,000 6,000
EVERGLADES & SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION
1,300

FLORIDA KEYS WATER QUALITY, FL

320

315
8,000
750
6,000
55,000
1,500
8,289
3,000
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FORT PIERCE BEACH, FL 1,500
HERBERT HOOVER DIKE, FL (SEEPAGE CONTROL) .......cccoovvemmrrireriiirennienas 39,884 39,884 39,884
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL 200 500
KISSIMMEE RIVER, FL 40,000
LAKE WORTH SAND TRANSFER PLANT, FL1 2,000 2,000
LEE COUNTY, FL 1,500
MIAMI HARBOR, FL 500
NASSAU COUNTY, FL 6,500 6,000
PINELLAS COUNTY, FL1 1,000 | oo
PONCE DE LEON INLET, FL 1,000
PORT EVERGLADES, FL 250 250
SOUTH FLORIDA EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL ......cccoevuunne 164,000 164,000 | .ooevverreeeiienne
ST JOHNS COUNTY, FL1 200 200
ST LUCIE INLET, FL 1,000 1,000
TAMPA HARBOR, BIG BEND, FL 8,500 8,500 7,500
TAMPA HARBOR, SUTTON CHANNEL, FL 1,000
GEORGIA
ATLANTA, GA (EI) 1,000
BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA 19,700 15,000
OATES CREEK, AUGUSTA, GA (DEF CORR) 750 750
RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA & SC ......covveererrrererrnerriieren 4,600 | e 4,600
TYBEE ISLAND, GA 2,000 2,000
HAWAII
HAWAII WATER MANAGEMENT, HI 1,500
IAO STREAM FLOOD CONTROL, MAUI, HI (DEF CORR) 300
KIKIAOLA SMALL BOAT HARBOR, KAUAI, HI 14,500
IDAHO
RURAL IDAHO ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 3,000 4,800
ILLINOIS
CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR) ......covvvvernee 6,800 6,800 6,800
CHICAGO SHORELINE, IL 10,000 10,000 10,000
COOK COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 750 | oo
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL 6,000 7,000 6,000
EAST ST LOUIS, IL 2,960 | o 2,960
LOCK NO 27, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (REHAB) ! 3,400 2,500
LOCK & DAM 24, IL & MO (REHAB) ! 3,900 3,000
MCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL 45,000 45,000 36,000
NUTWOOD DRAINAGE & LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 300
OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, IL & KY 110,000 110,000 90,000
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESTORATION, IL, IA, MN, MO & ... 26,800 20,000 16,000
WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE & LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 250 | s
INDIANA
CADY MARSH DITCH, LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN 4,000
CALUMET REGION ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 3,500
INDIANA HARBOR (CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY), IN
INDIANA SHORELINE, IN 1,000 | oo
INDIANAPOLIS, WHITE RIVER (NORTH), IN 2787 | i 2,181
INDIANAPOLIS ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 500
JOHN T MEYERS LOCK & DAM, IN & KY 2,000
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN 14,000 15,500 12,000
MISSISSINEWA LAKE, IN (SEEPAGE CONTROL) ....cooomrvverreeecrrirereiieceienas 6,000 6,000 6,000
10WA
DES MOINES RECREATIONAL RIVER & GREENBELT, 1A 6,000 3,000
LOCK & DAM 11, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (REHAB)! 20,300 18,320
LOCK & DAM 19, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (REHAB)! 5,444 5,444
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MISSOURI R FISH & WILDLIFE MITIGATION IA, KS, MO, MT, NE, ND, SD .. 54,000
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IA, NE, KS & MO ...ccoooveieiircici 2,500 | oo 2,500
PERRY CREEK, IA 1,500 1,500 1,500
KANSAS
TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KS & MO 4,000 4,000 5,000
TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS (DAM SAFETY) 38,000 38,000 38,000
KENTUCKY
GREENUP LOCKS & DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & OH A0
KENTUCKY LOCK & DAM, KY 10,000 20,000
MARKLAND LOCKS & DAM, KY & IN (REHAB) ! 8,000 6,000
MCALPINE LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & IN 70,000 70,000 57,000
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, BEARGRASS CREEK, KY ... 600 600 600
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, POND CREEK, KY 3,948 3,948 3,948
ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY (DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE) 1,991 1,991 1,991
SOUTHERN & EASTERN KENTUCKY, KY 1,000 | oo
WOLF CREEK, KY (SEEPAGE CONTROL) 31,000 31,000 31,000
LOUISIANA
ASCENSION PARISH, LA (EI) 375
COMITE RIVER, LA 15,000 8,000
EAST BATON ROUGE, LA (FC) 5,000 1,000
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA (EI) 750
IBERIA PARISH, LA (EI) 375
INNER HARBOR NAVIGATION CANAL LOCK, LA 18,000 18,000
J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 1,500 2,000 15,000
LIVINGSTON PARISH, LA (EI) 500
OUACHITA RIVER LEVEES, LA 1,960
MARYLAND
ANACOSTIA RIVER & TRIBURARIES, MD & DC 308
ASSATEAGUE, MD ! 2,000 2,000
ATLANTIC COAST OF MARYLAND, MD 200
CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD & VA 2,000 2,000
BALTIMORE METRO-GWYNNS FALLS, MD 1,500
CHESAPEAKE BAY ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM, MD, VA & PA 1,000
CUMBERLAND, MD 500
LOWER POTOMAC ESTUARY, ST. MARY’S COUNTY, MD 300
POPLAR ISLAND, MD 13,100
MASSACHUSETTS
MUDDY RIVER, BOSTON & BROOKLINE, MA 1,000 1,000
MICHIGAN
GENESSEE COUNTY, MI 500 500
GEORGE W. KUHN DRAIN RETENTION FACILITY, MI 300
GREAT LAKE FISHERY & ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION 500
NEGAUNEE, MI 375
SAULT STE. MARIE, MI 2,200 1,500
MINNESOTA
BRECKENRIDGE, MN 3,000
MILLE LACS, MN 3,000
NORTHEAST, MN 1,000
MISSISSIPPI
DESOTO COUNTY, MS 2,000 7,000
JACKSON COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS, MS 5,500
MISSISSIPPI, MS (EI) 25,000
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MISSOURI
BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO 2,000 2,000
BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO 9,750 9,750
BOIS BRULE, MO 1,060
CAPE GIRARDEAU, MO 3,200
CHESTERFIELD, MO 150
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO (SEEPAGE CONTROL) 28,000 28,000
MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO 7,560 8,560
MISSOURI AND MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI RIVER ENHANCEMENT, MO
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IA, NE, KS & MO (L-142)
STE. GENEVIEVE, MO
MONTANA
FT. PECK DAM & LAKE, MT 800
RURAL MONTANA, MT (El) 4,200
NEBRASKA
ANTELOPE CREEK, LINCOLN, NE 7,500 7,500 7,500
SAND CREEK WATERSHED, NE 1,000
WESTERN SARPY & CLEAR CREEK, NE 1,000
NEVADA
RURAL NEVADA, NV 400 25,000
TAHOE BASIN RESTORATION, NV & CA (EI) 3,500
TROPICANA AND FLAMINGO WASHES, NV 12,400 12,400 22,000
NEW JERSEY
BARNEGAT INLET TO LITTLE EGG HARBOR, NJ ......covvvvvveerrrrreeerirecrrieiires 2,500 6,000 2,500
CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ 1 360 360
DELAWARE RIVER MAIN HCANNEL, NJ, PA, & DE 2,500
GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET & PECK BEACH, NJ 2,000
HUDSON-RARITAN ESTUARY, HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ 615
JOSEPH G. MINISH PASSAIC RIVER WATERFRONT PARK, NJ 2,500
LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY POINT, NJ! 130 130
MANASQUAN INLET TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 100 | s
MOLLY ANN'S BROOK AT HALEDON, PROSPECT PARK AND PATERS ......... 600 600 600
PASSAIC RIVER PRESERVATION OF NATURAL STORAGE, NJ 4,000 1,800
RAMAPQO & MAHAWAH RIVERS, NEW JERSEY & SUFFERN, NY 500
RAMAPO RIVER AT OAKLAND, NJ 455 445
RARITAN BAY & SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ 250
RARITAN BAY & SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ (PORT MONMOUTH) 1,000
RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREENBROOK, NJ 5,000 5,000
SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 3,000
TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ oo 5,816 5,816 5,000
NEW MEXICO
ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM 2,400 2,400 2,400
ALAMOGORDO, NM 4,200 4,200 4,200
CENTRAL NEW MEXICO, NM (EI) 5,000
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE FLOOD PROTECTION, BERNALILLO TO BELEN ......... 500
NEW MEXICO, NM (EI) 5,000
RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE, ............ 600 600 800
SW VALLEY, ALBUQUERQUE, NM 100
NEW YORK
ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TO NORTON POINT, ............. 2,400 2,400 2,400
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET, NY! 5,000 5,000
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY ....ooooeoivieinerrreeirsseereiain 2,500 2,500 2,500
JONES INLET TO EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, NY 500 | oo
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY & NJ ...ocvorreiicrrierriieniiie 90,000 90,000 70,000
NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED, NY 750
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ONONDAGA LAKE, NY 2,000 500
ORCHARD BEACH, BRONX, NY 250 | s
NORTH CAROLINA
BRUNSWICK COUNTY BEACHES, NC 600
CAROLINA BEACH & KURE BEACH, NC 1,000
DARE COUNTY BEACHES, NC 2,000
WEST ONSLOW BEACH & RIVER INLET, NC 600
WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC 10,000
WRIGHTSVILLE BEACH, NC 300
NORTH DAKOTA
BUFORD-TRENTON IRRIGATION DISTRICT LAND AQUISITION, ND 1,893
DEVILS LAKE WATER SUPPLY 4,972
GRAND FORKS, ND—EAST GRAND FORKS, MN .......ccoverrrirrrrierrirenrii 12,018 12,018 12,018
MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION 300
SHEYENNE RIVER, ND L7840 | e 1,740
OHIO
HOLES CREEK, WEST CARROLLTON, OH 1,355
LOWER GIRARD DAM, OH 785 | i
METROPOLITAN REGION OF CINCINNATI, DUCK CREEK, OH .......cccoovvere 5,650 5,650 5,650
MILL CREEK, OH 800 800 800
OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 18,300 | oo
OKLAHOMA
CANTON LAKE, OK (DAM SAFETY) 6,000 6,000 6,000
OREGON
COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS, OR & WA 15,000 15,000 15,000
COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY FISHING ACCESS SITES, OR & WA ... 6,300 6,300 6,300
ELK CREEK LAKE, OR 1,440 1,440 1,440
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR & WA .. 2,200 2,200 2,000
WILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE CONTROL, OR 2,470
PENNSYLVANIA
EMSWORTH L&D, OHIO RIVER, PA (STATIC INSTABILITY CORRE ............... 17,000 17,000 15,000
JOHNSTOWN, PA 800 | oo
LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA ... 62,772 62,772 51,000
NORTHEAST PENNSYLVANIA, PA 2,000 | o
PRESQUE ISLE, PA 200 620
SAW MILL RUN, PITTSBURGH, PA 2,300 | i 2,300
SOUTH CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA, PA 9,000
SOUTHEAST PENNSYLVANIA INFRASTRUCTURE, PA 1,190
THREE RIVERS WET WEATHER DEMO PROGRAM, PA 1,000
WYOMING VALLEY, PA (LEVEE RAISING) 5,600 5,600 5,600
PUERTO RICO
ARECIBO RIVER, PR 8,900 8,900 7,500
PORTUGUES & BUCANA RIVERS, PR 5,000
RIO PUERTO NUEVO, PR 25,000 25,000 18,000
RHODE ISLAND
FOX POINT HURRICANE BARRIER, RI 1,055
SOUTH CAROLINA
FOLLY BEACH, SC! 25 80
LAKES MARION AND MOULTRIE, SC 7,000 | oo
SOUTH DAKOTA
BIG SIOUX RIVER, SIOUX FALLS, SD 2,000
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CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER BRULE SIOUX, SD

TENNESSEE

CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TN 27,000 27,000
TEXAS
BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 20,000 23,000
CENTRAL CITY, FORT WORTH, UPPER TRINITY RIVER, TX 6,000
CLEAR CREEK, TX
DALLAS FLOODWAY, TX 5,000
HOUSTON-GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS, TX 43,076 43,076
JOHNSON CREEK, UPPER TRINITY BASIN, ARLINGTON, TX ... 500 500
NORTH PADRE ISLAND, TX 500
RED RIVER BASIN CHLORIDE CONTROL, OK, TX, AR & LA
SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL, TX 2,350
SIMS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 22,400 22,400
TEXAS CITY CHANNEL, TX
UTAH

RURAL UTAH, UT (EI)

VERMONT
BURLINGTON HARBOR, VT
LAKE CHAMPLAIN WATERSHED, VT
VERMONT DAMS REMEDIATION, VT

VIRGINIA
JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC (REPLACEMENT) .............. 11,000 11,000
LAKE MERRIWEATHER, GOSHEN DAM & SPILLWAY, VA
LYNCHBURG (CS0), VA
NORFOLK HARBOR, VA 3,400
RICHMOND COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW, VA
ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA ......ccoovvvvvvevvcanenas 8,300 8,300
SANDBRIDGE, VA
VIRGINIA BEACH HURRICANE PROTECTION, VA 11,700

WASHINGTON
CHIEF JOSEPH DAM GAS ABATEMENT, VA
COLUMBIA RIVER FISHING MITIGATION, WA, OR & ID
DUWAMISH & GREEN RIVER BASIN, WA
HOWARD HANSON DAM ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, VA
LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISH & WILDLIFE COMPENSATION, WA, OR ........... 850 850
MT. ST. HELENS, WA 500
MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA (DAM SAFETY) 5470 5,470
PUGET SOUND ADJACENT WATER, WA 500
SHOALWATER BAY, WA
WEST VIRGINIA

BLUESTONE LAKE, WV (DAM SAFETY) 15,200 15,200
GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WV
ISLAND CREEK AT LOGAN, WV
LEVISA & TUG FORKS, UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER, WV, VA, KY ... | wrvviinrerriiiinnenns 20,000
LOWER MUD RIVER, WV
MARMET LOCK, KANAWHA RIVER, WV 50,800 50,800
ROBERT C BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, WV & OH .................... 1,800 1,800
SOUTHERN WEST VIRGINIA, WV 1,000
WEST VIRGINIA AND PENNSYLVANIA FLOOD CONTROL, WV & PA .ccooooooes | oo 750
WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, KANAWHA RIVER, WV 4,300 4,300

WISCONSIN
NORTHERN WISCONSIN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE, WI 8,000

5,000

27,000

17,000
500
1,000
13,000
37,000

10,000

500
3,000
200

425
10,000
1,000
400
1,700
400
8,300
2,000
6,000

8,000
83,000
2,000
16,658
850
500
5,470
1,500
1,500

15,200
2,500
150
12,300
750
50,800
1,800

4300
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ST. CROIX FALLS ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, WI 500 | oo
MISCELLANEOUS

ABANDONED MINE RESTORATION 746
AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206) ........cvvvererrererriirnns 15,100 25,000 25,000
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL PROGRAM 3,000 4,000 5,000
BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL—SEC 204/207/933 1 ..covvvvcves | v 5,000 4,250
DAM SAFETY AND SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORRECTION PROGRAM 11,000 11,000 11,000
DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL FACILITY PROGRAM 18,250
EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SECTION ........ 1,330 15,000 12,000
EMPLOYEES COMPENSATION 21,000 21,000 21,000
ESTUARY RESTORATION PROGRAM (PUBLIC LAW 106-457) .... 5,000 | oo 5,000
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205) 16,075 29,933 45,000
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD—BOARD EXPENSE . 40 40 40
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD—CORPS EXPENSE ........ccoovvriviieenne 170 170 170
NAVIGATION MITIGATION PROJECTS (SEC. 111)1! 2,500 1,250
NAVIGATION PROJECTS (SECTION 107) 845 8,000 8,000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONME .......... 15,000 25,000 25,000
REPROGRAMMING INVESTMENT FUND
SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL DEVELOPMENT AND DEMO PROGRAM ...
SHORE PROTECTION PROJECTS (SECTION 103) ...ooovvrrereereirriisieeiins 550
SNAGGING AND CLEARING PROJECTS (SEC 208) 500 500
SUSPENSION FUND 41,372
TRIBAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 1,000
USE OF PRIOR YEAR BALANCES —6,472
REDUCTION FIR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS & SLIPPAGE — 81,468

Total, Construction 1,555,000 1,947,171 2,042,429

1Project contained in 0&M budget request.

Tuscaloosa, Alabama.—The Committee recommends $5,000,000
for the relocation project at Tuscaloosa, Alabama.

Akutan Harbor, Alaska.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $5,000,000 to initiate construction of this project.

Alaska Coastal Erosion, Alaska.—The Committee recommenda-
tion provides $5,000,000 for Alaska Coastal Erosion. The following
communities are eligible recipients of these funds: Kivalina,
Newtok, Shishmaref, Koyukuk, Point Hope, and Unalakleet. Sec-
tion 117 of Public Law 108—447 will apply to this project.

Unalaska, Alaska.—The Committee provides $10,000,000 to ini-
tiate construction.

Tucson Drainage Area, Arizona.—The Committee provides
$4,000,000 for construction of this project.

Red River Below Denison Dam, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma
and Texas.—The Committee provides $2,500,000 to continue levee
rehabilitation work in Arkansas and Louisiana.

Red River Emergency Bank Protection, Arkansas and Lou-
isiana.—The Committee provides $4,000,000 for bank stabilization
along the Red River below Index, Arkansas.

American River Watershed, California.—The Committee has cho-
sen not to combine the various, separately authorized, components
of the project into a single line item as was proposed in the budget.
The Committee believes that it is prudent to maintain visibility of
the various project elements in the budget process.
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American River Watershed (Folsom Dam Miniraise), California.—
The Committee provides $23,400,000. Within the funds provided,
$15,000,000 is for construction of the bridge.

CALFED Levee Stability Program, California.—The Committee
recommendation includes %6,000,000 to initiate this program. With-
in the funds provided, the Committee has provided $500,000 for the
Corps to coordinate and complete within 6 months a review of
Delta levees emergency preparedness and response planning with
appropriate Federal and State agencies. The review will address
preparation and response to protect (1) life and property within the
Delta and (2) statewide interests reliant on water and other re-
sources of the Delta, including measures to prevent salt water con-
tamination of fresh water supplies consistent with the Delta Levee
Stability Program High Priority, Priority Group A projects.

Mid Valley Area Levee Reconstruction, California.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $475,000 for a limited reevalua-
tion report as well as other necessary studies in advance of recon-
struction.

Oakland Harbor, California.—The Committee recommends
$36,000,000 to continue construction of this project. The reduction
made to this project should not be viewed as any diminution of sup-
port for this project, rather an attempt to balance out the Corps of
Engineers nationwide program among the various missions of the
Corps.

Santa Ana River, California.—The Committee provides
$46,000,000 to continue construction of this project. The reduction
made to this project should not be viewed as any diminution of sup-
port for this project, rather an attempt to balance out the Corps of
Engineers nationwide program among the various missions of the
Corps.

Upper Guadalupe River, California.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $5,000,000 to continue construction of this
project.

Delaware Bay Coastline, Bethany Beach to South Bethany Beach,
Delaware.—$3,000,000 is provided for construction of this shore
protection project.

Delaware Coast, Cape Henlopen to Fenwick Island, Delaware.—
The Committee has included $1,700,000 to continue construction of
this project.

Washington, DC and Vicinity, District of Columbia.—The Com-
mittee provides $320,000 to initiate construction as proposed in the
budget request.

Brevard County Shore Protection Project, Florida.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $315,000 for continuation of the
General Reevaluation Report.

Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem Restoration, Florida.—
The Committee has chosen not to combine the various, separately
authorized components of the project into a single line item as was
proposed in the budget. The Committee believes that it is prudent
to maintain visibility of the various project elements in the budget
process. The reduction made to the various component projects
under this heading should not be viewed as any diminution of sup-
port for this project, rather an attempt to balance out the Corps of
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gngineers nationwide program among the various missions of the
orps.

The Committee has chosen not to fund the $35,000,000 request
for the Modified Waters Delivery Plan as proposed in the budget.
The Committee does not believe that it is appropriate for the Corps
to fund this work. As the work involved primarily benefits Ever-
glades National Park, budgeting for this work should be continued
by the Interior Department as has been past practice. The Com-
mittee has included legislative language that limits the Corps of
Engineers share of this project to the amount previously appro-
priated.

The Committee directs the administration to include the Modi-
fied Waters Delivery Plan funding in the Interior budget in future
budget submissions.

Central and South Florida, Florida.—Within the funds provided,
the Corps shall continue work on the Upper St. Johns River
project.

Florida Keys Water Quality Improvements, Florida.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $3,000,000 for continued imple-
mentation of this project. The Committee urges the administration
to budget for this project due to the interrelationship of this work
to the Everglades Restoration project, Biscayne Bay and southern
Florida’s nearshore waters.

Jacksonville Harbor, Florida.—The Committee has provided
$500,000 to continue work on the General Reevaluation Report.

Tampa Harbor, Florida.—$7,500,000 is provided for the Big
Bend Channel and $1,000,000 is for the Sutton Channel.

Atlanta, Georgia.—The Committee recommendation includes
$1,000,000 to continue this project.

Brunswick  Harbor, Georgia.—The Committee includes
$15,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Oates Creek, Richmond County, Georgia.—The Committee in-
cludes $750,000 to continue construction of this project.

Tybee Island, Georgia.—The Committee recommendation pro-
vides $2,000,000 for the next scheduled renourishment.

Rural Idaho Environmental Infrastructure, Idaho.—The Com-
mittee provides $4,800,000 for this project. Within the funds pro-
vided the Corps should give consideration to projects at Emmett,
Burley, Deary, Rupert, Donnelly, Eastern Idaho Regional Water
Authority, and Smelterville. Other communities that meet the pro-
gram criteria should be considered as funding allows.

Des Plaines River, Illinois.—The Committee includes $6,000,000
to continue construction of this project.

McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, Illinois.—The Committee in-
cludes $36,000,000 for continued construction of this project. The
reduction made to this project should not be viewed as any diminu-
tion of support for this project, rather an attempt to balance out
the Corps of Engineers nationwide program among the various
missions of the Corps.

Olmsted Locks and Dam, Ohio River, Illinois and Kentucky.—The
Committee provides $90,000,000 to continue construction of this
project. The reduction made to this project should not be viewed as
any diminution of support for this project, rather an attempt to bal-
ance out the Corps of Engineers nationwide program among the
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various missions of the Corps. None of the funds provided for the
Olmsted Locks and Dam Project are to be used to reimburse the
Claims and Judgment Fund.

Indiana Harbor (Confined Disposal Facility), Indiana.—The
Committee has retained funding for this project in the Construc-
tion, General account rather than moving it to the Operations and
Maintenance account as proposed in the budget.

Missouri Fish and Wildlife Recovery, lowa, Kansas, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota and South Dakota.—The Com-
mittee provides $54,000,000 for this project. Legislative language is
included in the bill that accompanies this report to make modifica-
tions to the Intake Dam in order to provide additional habitat for
the pallid sturgeon.

Turkey Creek, Kansas and Missouri—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $5,000,000 to continue construction of this
project.

Kentucky Lock and Dam, Tennessee River, Kentucky.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $20,000,000 to continue construc-
tion of this project.

McAlpine Locks and Dam, Ohio River, Kentucky and Indiana.—
The Committee has provided $57,000,000 to continue construction
of this project. The reduction made to this project should not be
viewed as any diminution of support for this project, rather an at-
tempt to balance out the Corps of Engineers nationwide program
among the various missions of the Corps.

Inner Harbor Lock and Dam, Louisiana.—The Committee has in-
cluded $18,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, Louisiana.—The Committee has
provided $15,000,000 for navigation channel refinement features,
land purchases and development for mitigation of project impacts,
and construction of project recreation and appurtenant features.

Ouachita River Levees, Louisiana.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $1,960,000 to complete the project.

Chesapeake Bay Environmental Program, Maryland, Pennsyl-
vania and Virginia.—The Committee has included $1,000,000 for
continuation of this project. Within the funds provided, $118,000 is
included to continue the environmental studies concerning non-na-
tive oysters.

Chesapeake Bay Oyster Recovery, Maryland and Virginia.—The
Committee includes $2,000,000 to continue construction of this
project.

Fort Peck Dam and Lake, Montana.—The Committee rec-
on}mendation includes $800,000 for continuation of Fort Peck cabin
sales.

Rural Montana, Montana.—The Committee provides $4,200,000
for this project. Within the funds provided the Corps should give
consideration to the following projects: Crow Tribe Water and
Wastewater System, Cabinet Heights Wastewater Collection Sys-
tems, Helena-Missouri River Water Treatment Plant, Ranch Water
District, Bigfork, Froid Water System Improvement, Town of Medi-
cine Lake, County Water District of Billings Heights, Power Water
System improvements, Seely Lake Sewer, Greater Woods Bay
Wastewater System. Other communities that meet the program cri-
teria should be considered as funding allows.
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Sand Creek, Nebraska.—The Committee includes $1,000,000 to
continue construction of this project.

Rural Nevada, Nevada.—The Committee recommendation pro-
vides $25,000,000 for this project. Within the funds provided the
Corps should give consideration to projects at North Lemmon Val-
ley, Spanish Springs Valley Phase II, Huffaker Hills Water Con-
servation, Lawton-Verdi, Boulder City, Lyon County, Gerlach,
Searchlight, Incline Village, Esmeralda County, Churchill County,
West Wendover, Yearington, Virgin Valley Water District,
Lovelock, Truckee Meadows Water Authority, McGill-Ruth Consoli-
dated Sewer and Water District, Carlin, Moapa, Eldorado Valley,
Ely and Carson City. Other communities that meet the program
criteria should be considered as funding allows.

Tropicana and Flamingo Washes, Nevada.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $22,000,000 to continue construction of this
flood control project. Within the funds provided $9,600,000 is pro-
vided for work performed in accordance with section 211 of Public
Law 104-303.

Ramapo River at Oakland, New Jersey.—$445,000 is included for
this project.

Raritan River Basin, Green Brook Sub-basin, New Jersey.—The
Committee includes $5,000,000 to continue construction of this
project.

Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet, New Jersey.—The Committee pro-
vides $3,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Acequias Irrigation System, New Mexico.—The Committee pro-
vides $2,400,000 to continue restoration of these historic irrigation
distribution systems.

Central New Mexico, New Mexico—The Committee includes
$5,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

New Mexico [EI], New Mexico.—The Committee includes
$5,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Buford Trenton Irrigation District, North Dakota.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $1,893,000 to complete construc-
tion of this project.

Locks and Dams 2, 3, and 4, Monongahela River, Pennsyl-
vania.—The Committee recommendation includes $51,000,000 to
continue construction of this project. The reduction made to this
project should not be viewed as any dimunition of support for this
project, rather an attempt to balance out the Corps of Engineers
nationwide program among the various missions of the Corps.

Presque Isle, Pennsylvania.—The Committee provides $620,000
to continue this project.

Big Sioux River, South Dakota.—The Committee includes
$2,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux, South Dakota.—
The Committee notes that title IV of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999, Public Law 106-53 as amended, authorizes fund-
ing to pay administrative expenses, implementation of terrestrial
wildlife plans, activities associated with land transferred or to be
transferred, and annual expenses for operating recreational areas.
The Committee includes $5,000,000 for this effort. Within the
funds provided, the Committee directs that not more than
$1,000,000 shall be provided for administrative expenses, and that
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the Corps is to distribute the remaining funds as directed by title
IV to the State of South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe
and the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe.

Chickamauga Lock, Tennessece.—The Committee provides
$27,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Central City, Fort Worth, Upper Trinity River Basin, Texas.—The
Committee recommendation includes $500,000 for the Central City,
Fort Worth, Texas, project. Within the funds provided, the con-
ferees direct the Corps of Engineers to investigate the technical
merits of combining the project with the project for environmental
restoration, Riverside Oxbow, Fort Worth, Texas, described in the
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated May 29, 2003. In conducting
this investigation, the Corps of Engineers shall not conduct a feasi-
bility level review, but shall investigate the technical advantages,
environmental acceptability, the opportunities to achieve synergy
between the two projects and the views of the local interests re-
lated to combining the projects. The Chief of Engineers shall fur-
nish a report containing his findings on this matter within 90 days
of enactment of this act. While conducting this review, the Com-
mittee expects the Corps of Engineers to continue to pursue design
and construction activities on the authorized Central City project
in an expeditious manner, maintaining all established project
schedules.

Houston-Galveston Navigation Channels, Texas.—The Committee
provides $37,000,000 for continued construction of this project.

Sabine-Neches Waterway, Texas.—The Committee Expects the
Report of the Chief of Engineers for the Sabine-Neches Waterway,
Texas project for navigation and other allied purposes to be expe-
dited and completed by December 2006.

Red River Basin Chloride Control, Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas
and Louisiana.—The Committee includes $1,500,000 to continue
construction.

Rural, Utah. Utah.—The Committee recommendation includes
$10,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Burlington Harbor, Vermont.—The Committee includes $500,000
to initiate removal of oil bollards in the harbor.

Columbia River Fish Recovery, Washington, Oregon, and
Idaho.—The Committee has chosen not to combine the various,
separately authorized, components of the project into a single line
item as was proposed in the budget. The Committee believes that
it is prudent to maintain visibility of the various project elements
in the budget process and has therefore funded the three tradi-
tional line items combined in this heading in the budget.

Mud Mountain, Washington.—Within the funds provided, the
Corps is directed to use up to $1,070,000 to complete final design
activities associated with the fish passage facilities.

Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and Cumberland
River, West Virginia, Kentucky and Virginia.—The Committee pro-
vides $12,800,000 for the continuation of the project. Within the
funds provided, the Committee recommendation includes
$5,300,000 for the Buchanan County, Dickenson County, and
Grundy, Virginia elements. Further, the recommendation includes
$7,500,000 for Kermit, Lower Mingo County, McDowell County,
Upper Mingo and Wayne County, West Virginia.
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Aquatic Plant Control Program.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $5,000,000 for this program. Within the funds pro-
vided, the Committee has provided $600,000 for a cost-shared pro-
gram for Lake Gaston, North Carolina and $400,000 for a cost-
shared program for Lake Champlain, Vermont.

Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Program.—The Committee
has retained this program in the Construction, General account
rather than the Operations and Maintenance account as proposed
by the budget. $250,000 is provided above the budget request for
11:)}‘11e Wilmington Harbor, Delaware, Dredged Material Management

an.

Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $5,000,000 for the program. Within the
funds provided, $3,000,000 is for Morehead City Harbor, North
Carolina.

Shore Line Erosion Control Development and Demonstration Pro-
gram.—The Committee provides $5,000,000 for this program. With-
in the funds provided, $3,000,000 is for the Miami Beach Alter-
native Sand Test Beach and Breakwater Project in Florida and
$2,000,000 is for the Sacred Falls Demonstration project in Hawaii.

Tribal Partnership Program.—The Committee includes $350,000
for Nevada for cultural resource restoration on historic Washoe
lands; $350,000 for New Mexico to further the tribal assistance ef-
forts by the Corps in New Mexico and $300,000 for work with the
Shoshone Bannick Tribes of Fort Hall, Idaho.

Ability to Pay.—Section 103(m) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 Public Law 99-662, as amended, requires that all
project cooperation agreements for flood damage reduction projects,
to which non-Federal cost sharing applies, will be subject to the
ability of non-Federal sponsors to pay their shares. Congress in-
cluded this section in the landmark 1986 Act to ensure that as
many communities as possible would qualify for Federal flood dam-
age reduction projects, based more on needs and less on financial
capabilities. The Secretary published eligibility criteria in 33 CFR
241, which requires a non-Federal sponsor to meet an ability-to-pay
test. However, the Committee believes that the Secretary’s test is
too restrictive and operates to exclude most communities from
qualifying for relief under the ability-to-pay provision. For example,
33 CFR 241.4(f) specifies that the test should be structured so that
reductions in the level of cost sharing will be granted in “only a
limited number of cases of severe economic hardship,” and should
depend not only on the economic circumstances within a project
area, but also on the conditions of the State in which the project
area is located.

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM

As was discussed in the fiscal year 2006 Senate Report, when
Congress authorized the initial Continuing Authorities in the 1940s
and 1950s, they were envisioned to provide a small pool of money
available to the Corps of Engineers to solve very small localized
problems without being encumbered by the longer study and
project authorization process. As more programs were added to the
Continuing Authorities Program [CAP] they became increasingly
popular with congressional Members and the public. More and



59

more congressionally directed projects began to appear in the an-
nual appropriations bills. At first these congressionally directed
projects were added to the base program. As more and more of
these congressionally directed projects came into the program it be-
came difficult for these congressionally directed projects to be
added to the base, and as such, the base program began to shrink.
Congressionally directed projects now dominate all sections of the
CAP Program. Congressionally directed projects have proliferated
to such an extent that several of the sections are over-subscribed.

The Committee tried to address the oversubscribed nature of
some of the CAP sections by instituting a moratorium on new cost
sharing agreements in fiscal year 2006. Unfortunately, this morato-
rium did not have the desired effect and the Committee cannot rec-
ommend continuing it for fiscal year 2007. The Committee now be-
lieves that this was a heavy-handed approach to solving a problem
that needed a more flexible solution.

Prioritization of these projects by the Corps is still essential. The
Committee directs that the Corps should prioritize projects in the
following manner to try to get the backlog of these projects re-
duced. The first priority for funding should be for construction
projects that already have an executed Project Cooperation Agree-
ments. The next priority should be for projects with executed de-
sign agreements. Third priority would be for those with executed
feasibility agreements. The fourth priority would be for those
projects progressing from design to construction. The fifth priority
would be for projects moving from feasibility to design and the last
priority should be new starts. Priority should be given to those
projects that have demonstrated capability to move forward. This
would include having non-Federal financing in place and ready to
be utilized. The Committee has provided limited new starts in each
of the sections.

After fiscal year 2007, the Committee will no longer provide any
congressional earmarks for the section 14, Emergency Bank Sta-
bilization authority. By definition these are projects that are esti-
mated to fail within 9-12 months. As an “emergency situation” the
Chief of Engineers should have the responsibility for determining
how these funds are expended in the most efficient and effective
manner. Budget justifications for this section should display the
anticipated projects and associated costs to be undertaken in the
budget year as well as the anticipated resources necessary to ad-
dress emergencies that arise in the budget year.

For fiscal year 2007, the Committee will not provide dollar
amounts for the projects that are named in the report. The Com-
mittee directs that the Chief should have 100 percent reprogram-
ming flexibility within the various sections of the CAP program in
order to address the backlog. This reprogramming guidance has
been addressed in section 101 of the bill accompanying this report.
The Chief should provide a quarterly report to the Committee dis-
playing by CAP section the project status and the allocations re-
ceived by the projects/studies in the previous quarter.

The Committee is concerned that if the Corps adhered strictly to
the priorities above, that all funding would be exhausted for con-
struction. Therefore, in order to provide a mix of studies, design
and construction within each CAP section the Committee directs
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that funding be generally divided in the following manner for each
of the CAP sections. These percentages should be considered upper
limits in each section, not absolutes.

CAP Section Available Funding | FEeent Available
Section 103 $5,000,000 75
Section 107 8,000,000 75
Section 1135 25,000,000 70
Section 14 12,000,000 80
Sections 204, 207, 933 4,250,000 75
Section 205 45,000,000 65
Section 206 25,000,000 70

Even though the Committee is providing a listing of projects that
are of interest, the Corps should develop the program based on all
of the projects in each section whether named or not. Priorities
should be based on the factors outlined above and should not con-
sider prior year earmarks or a listing in this report. The Com-
mittee understands that funding in some sections may be insuffi-
cient to fund all current obligations as well as the new projects
added by the Committee. The Corps is directed not to initiate any
new continuing authorities projects. Only projects that have been
named in prior appropriation bills or received prior year funds or
are listed in this bill should be considered for funding.

A listing of CAP projects follows:

Section 14, Emergency Bank Stabilization

Kwethluk, Alaska

27th St. Bridge, Colorado

Powers Boulevard, Colorado

Coal Creek, Monroe County, Iowa

Iowa River, Sac and Fox Tribe, Iowa

Ouachita River, City of Monroe, Louisiana

Tucker Road, East Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana

Quoddy Narrows, South Lubec Road, Lubec, Maine

Patuxent River, Patuxent Beach Road, Maryland

Tallahatchie River, Site 3, Tallahatchie County, Mississippi

Partridge Brook, Westmoreland, New Hampshire

Elizabeth River, Valleyview Road, Hillside, New Jersey

Mt. Pleasant Ave., Malapardis Brook, Township of Hanover, New
Jersey

South Branch Rahway River, Woodbridge, New Jersey

Fort Abercrombie, North Dakota

Tuscarawas County Road 1, Ohio

St. Johns Landfill, Oregon

City of Sunbury, Pennsylvania—Sunbury Riverfront Project

New Castle, Pennsylvania (Neshannock Creek)

Patrick Street to Magic Island, Charleston, West Virginia

Kenosha Harbor Retaining Wall, Kenosha, Wisconsin

Kinnickinnic River Storm Sewer, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin

Section 103 Shoreline Protection

Unalakleet, Alaska
Bay Farm Island Dike, California
Goleta Beach, California
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Conquest Preserve, Maryland

Franklin Point Park, Maryland

Mayo Beach Park, Maryland

Pleasure Island, Baltimore County, Maryland

Philadelphia Shipyard Sea Wall, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Section 107 Small Navigation Projects

Kahoolawe Small Boat Harbor, Hawaii

North Kohala Navigation Improvements, Hawaii

Port Fourchon Extension, Louisiana

Bass Harbor, Tremont, Maine

Bucks Harbor Navigation Improvement, Machiasport, Maine
Corea Harbor Navigation Improvement, Gouldsboro, Maine
Nanticoke Harbor Jetty/Nanticoke, Maryland

Woods Hole Great Harbor, Falmouth, Massachusetts
Northwestern Michigan College, Traverse City, Michigan
Coos Bay Turning Basin, Oregon

Charlestown Breachway and Ninigret Pond, Rhode Island
Northwest Tennessee Regional Harbor, Tennessee

Tangier Island Jetty, Accomack County, Virginia

Section 111 Mitigation of Shore Damages Attributable to Naviga-
tion Projects

Saco River and Camp Ellis Beach, Saco, Maine
Mobile Pass, Alabama

Section 204, 207, 933 Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material

Blackhawk Bottoms, Pool 19, Burlington, Iowa

Atchafalaya River, Shell Island Pass, Louisiana

Calcasieu River Mile 5 to 14, Cameron Parish, Louisiana
Maumee Bay Habitat Restoration, Ohio

Restoration of the Cat Islands Chain, Green Bay, Wisconsin
Morehead City Harbor, North Carolina

Section 205 Small Flood Control Projects

Fort Yukon, Alaska

Skagway, Alaska

Cosgrove Creek, California

Heacock and Cactus Channels, California

New Hogan Reservoir Re-operation, California
Oak Creek, Florence, Colorado

Ben Hill County, Georgia

Kuliouou Stream, Hawaii

Palai Stream, Hawaii

Waiahole-Waikane Valley, Hawaii

Waiakea Stream, Hawaii

Wailele Stream, Hawaii

White River, Anderson, Indiana

Denison, Iowa

Indian and Dry Run Creeks, Cedar Rapids, Iowa
Mad Creek, Muscatine, Iowa

Red Oak Creek, Iowa

Winnebago River, Mason City, Iowa

Crown Point (Jean Lafitte), Jefferson Parish, Louisiana
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Fisher School Basin, Jean Lafitte, Jefferson Parish, Louisiana

Goose Bayou Basin, Jean Lafitte, Louisiana

Lockport to Larose, Louisiana

Pailet Basin, Jefferson Parish, Louisiana

Rosethorn Basin (Jean Lafitte), Louisiana

Snagging and Clearing, Bayou Sere, Louisiana

Town of Carenco, Lafayette Parish, Louisiana

Elkton, Cecil County, Maryland

North River, Peabody, Massachusetts

Montevideo, Minnesota

McKinney Bayou, Tunica County, Mississippi

Blacksnake Creek, St. Joseph, Missouri

Charleston, Missouri

Little River Diversion, Dutchtown, Missouri

Livingston, Montana

Platte River, Fremont, Nebraska

Platte River, Schuyler, Nebraska

Hatch, New Mexico

Battle Mountain, Nevada

Mill Brook, Highland Park, New Jersey

Poplar Brook, Monmouth County, New Jersey

Upper Passaic River and Tributaries, Long Hill Township, New
Jersey

Gila River, Grant, Hidalgo County, New Mexico

Fargo-Ridgewood Addition, North Dakota

Lower Lycoming Creek, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania

Montoursville Borough, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania

Chattanooga Creek Watershed Study, Tennessee

First Creek, Knoxville, Tennessee

Sandy Creek, Tennessee

West Virginia Statewide Flood Warning System

Williamstown, West Virginia

Root River, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin

Section 206 Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration

Eklutna, Alaska

Northway, Alaska

Brownsville Branch, Arkansas

Upper York Creek Dam Removal and Restoration, California

Arkansas River Fisheries Habitat Restoration, Colorado

North Fork Gunnison River Ecosystem Restoration, Colorado

Tamarisk Eradication, Colorado

Mill River, Stamford, Connecticut

Rose Bay, Florida

Chattahoochee Fall Line Ecosystem Restoration Program, Geor-
gia

Mokuhinia/Mokuula Ecsystem Restoration, Hawaii

Indian Creek, Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration, Caldwell, Idaho

Paradise Creek Ecosystem Restoration, Idaho

Emiquon Preserve, Fulton County, Illinois

Squaw Creek Aquatic Restoration, Lake County, Illinois

Duck Creek, Davenport, lowa

Iowa River, Clear Creek, Iowa City, Iowa

Storm Lake, Iowa
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Ventura Marsh at Clear Lake, Iowa
Whitebreast Creek, Iowa
City of Mandeville, Ecosystem Restoration, Louisiana
False River Ecosystem Restoration, Louisiana
University Lakes, Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Anacostia River and Tribs, Maryland and the District of Colum-
bia, Northwest Branch
Deep Run/Tiber Hudson, Maryland
Paint Branch Fish Passage, Maryland
Parsons Creek, Dorchester County, Maryland
St. Martin’s River, Worcester County, Maryland
Milford Pond Restoration, Milford, Massachusetts
Marion Mill Pond, Marion, Michigan
Missouri Stream Restoration Pilot Project, Missouri
Carson River, Nevada
Grovers Mill Pond, New Jersey
Blue Hole Lake, Santa Rosa, New Mexico
Bottomless Lakes State Park, Roswell, New Mexico
Janes-Wallace Memorial Dam, Santa Rosa, New Mexico
Lower Hempstead Harbor, Village of Sea Cliff, Town of North
Hempstead, Nassau County, New York
Manhasset Bay, New York
Soundview Park, New York
Fall Run, Wheeling Creek, Belmont, Ohio
N Mineral Bayou Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration, Durant, Okla-
oma
Arrowhead Creek, Oregon
Camp Creek, Oregon
City of York-Codorus Creek, Pennsylvania
Nanticoke Creek Ecosystem Restoration Project, Pennsylvania
North Park Lake Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Project, Penn-
sylvania
Sheraden Park and Chartiers Creek, Pennsylvania
Brush Neck Cove, Warwick, Rhode Island
Narrow River, Narragansett, Rhode Island
Ninigret and Cross Mills Ponds, Charlestown, Rhode Island
Ten Mile River, East Providence, Rhode Island
Winnapaug Pond, Westerly, Rhode Island
Jonesborough Watershed, Tennessee
Upper Jordan River Ecosystem Restoration, Utah
West Branch of the Little River, Stowe, Lamoille County,
Vermont
Carpenter Creek, Washington
Squak Valley Park Restoration Project, Washington
Menomonee River Watershed, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin
Tichigan Lake, Waterford, Wisconsin

Section 208 Clearing and Snagging

Upper Bayou Boeuf, Snagging and Clearing, Louisiana
Great Piece Meadows and Pompton River Clearing and Snagging,
Passaic, Essex and Morris Counties, New Jersey

Section 1135
Ditch 28, Arkansas
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Millwood Lake, Grassey Lake, Arkansas

Tujunga Wash, California

Delaware Bay, Delaware and New Jersey Oyster Restoration

Delaware City, Delaware

Kaunakakai Stream Environmental Restoration, Hawaii

Kawainui Marsh, Hawaii

Rathbun Lake Habitat Restoration, Iowa

Rathbun Lake Shoreline Restoration, Iowa

Bayou Desiard, Monroe, Louisiana

Bayou Macon, E&W Carroll and Franklin Parishes

Frazier/Whitehorse Oxbow Lake Weir, Louisiana

Lake St. Joseph, Tensas Parish, Louisiana

Hart-Miller Island, Maryland

Broad Meadows Marsh, Quincy, Massachusetts

Blue Valley Wetlands, Jackson County, Missouri

Duck Creek, Stoddard County, Missouri

James River, Needmore Branch, Hidden Valley, Greene County,
Missouri

Lower Truckee River, McCarron Ranch, Nevada

Lincoln Park West, Jersey City, New Jersey

Rahway River Environmental Restoration, Union County, New
Jersey

Ecosystem Revitalization at Route 66, New Mexico

Las Cruces Dam—Environmental Restoration, Dona Ana County,
New Mexico

Riparian Wetland Restoration, Pueblo of Santa Ana Reservation,
New Mexico

Socorro County Bosque Restoration, New Mexico

Erie County, Smokes Creek, New York

Gerritsen Creek, New York

Spring Creek, New York

Whitney Point Lake, Broome County, New York

Fairmount Dam Fishladder, Pennsylvania

Boyd’s Marsh (Town Pond), Portsmouth, Rhode Island

Lake Champlain Canal Barrier, Vermont

Lake Champlain Sea Lamprey Barriers, Vermont

Village of Oyster, Northampton County, Virginia

Union Slough, Washington

Wells Lock and Dam, West Virginia

Lake Poygan, Wisconsin

The Committee has included a rescission of $56,046,000 in unob-
ligated funds from the Construction account of the fiscal year 2006
Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act (Public Law
109-103).

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, ARKANSAS, IL-
LINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE

Appropriations, 2006 ..........ccccecieeeriiieeniiiieeniee e eeree e e ssareeenbaeenns 1$396,000,000
Budget estimate, 2007 278,000,000
House allowance ...........ccccoeevvveeeeeeeeecinnns 290,607,000
Committee recommendation 450,530,000

1Excludes emergency appropriation of $153,750,000.
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This appropriation funds planning, construction, and operation
and maintenance activities associated with water resource projects
located in the lower Mississippi River Valley from Cape Girardeau,
Missouri to the Gulf of Mexico. The Committee wishes to reiterate
that MR&T project is a good model for the Corps to examine for

moving towards a watershed approach.

The budget request, the House allowance, and the approved
Committee allowance are shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recg%nr:llgrlw%:?ion
INVESTIGATIONS
ALEXANDRIA TO THE GULF, LA 200 200 200
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYSTEM LAND STUDY, LA ...coovvveverrirs 100 100 100
DONALDSONVILLE TO THE GULF, LA 500
SPRING BAYOU, LA 500
BAYOU METO, AR 1,550 1,550
SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS, AR 500
COLDWATER RIVER BELOW ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS .......cccoceeinirneireiins 300 300 495
QUIVER RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, MS 100
COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA 400 400 400
MEMPHIS METRO AREA, STORM WATER MGMT STUDY, TN & MS 152
MILLINGTON & VICINITY, TN 27 | s
MORGANZA TO THE GULF 2,800 4,000
CONSTRUCTION
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN ....cccoovrrrrrirrrrinnns 43,092 43,092 47,000
GRAND PRAIRIE, AR 14,000
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 40,756 43,756 69,000
ST. FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO 4,230 6,000
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA oo 4,840 4,840 4,840
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA 27,600 27,600 27,600
MISSISSIPPI & LOUSIANA ESTUARINE AREAS, MS & LA 500
MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA 3,212 3,212 3,212
ST JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO .....occoeerrerrcrreirnns 2,500 4,000 10,000
SUSPENSION FUND 8,000
NONCONNAH CREEK, TN & MS 500
WEST TENNESSEE TRIBUTARIES, TN 500
WOLF RIVER, MEMPHIS, TN 500 1,500
YAZOO BACKWATER, LESS ROCKY BAYOU, MS 700
YAZOO BASIN, BACKWATER PUMPING PLANT, MS 15,000
YAZOO BASIN, BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS 7,250
YAZOO BASIN, DELTA HEADWATERS, MS 5,000 25,000
YAZOO BASIN, MAINSTEM, MS 25
YAZOO BASIN, REFORMULATION UNIT, MS 3,200
YAZOO BASIN, UPPER YAZOO PROJECTS, MS 22,500
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

REGION 8 LOWER MISSISSIPPI 145,616 147,616 | oo
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 60,280
HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR 400
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR 273
LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, NORTH BANK, AR 560
LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, SOUTH BANK, AR 310
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 8,400
ST FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO 9,000
TENSAS BASIN, BOEUF AND TENSAS RIVERS, AR & LA 2,600
WHITE RIVER BACKWATER, AR 1,200
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL 165
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY 84
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA 3,059
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recg;"%’g;téea?ion

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA 18,655
BATON ROUGE HARBOR, DEVIL SWAMP, LA 715
BAYOU COCODRIE AND TRIBUTARIES, LA 56
BONNET CARRE, LA 4,596
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, LA 588
LOWER RED RIVER, SOUTH BANK LEVEES, LA 66
MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA 241
OLD RIVER, LA 11,110
TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA 4,000
GREENVILLE HARBOUR, MS 437
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS 475
YAZOO BASIN, ARKABULTA LAKE, MS 9,251
YAZOO BASIN, BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS 2,209
YAZOO BASIN, ENID LAKE, MS 12,532
YAZOO BASIN, GREENWOOD, MS 1,020
YAZOO BASIN, GRENADA LAKE, MS 10,949
YAZOO BASIN, MAIN STEM, MS 1,929
YAZOO BASIN, SARDIS LAKE, MS 12,425
YAZOO BASIN, TRIBUTARIES, MS 830
YAZOO BASIN, WILL M WHITTINGTON AUX CHAN, MS 430
YAZOO BASIN, YAZOO BACKWATER AREA, MS 734
YAZOO BASIN, YAZOO CITY, MS 770
VICKSBURG HARBOR, MS 387
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO 195
WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO 4,768
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN 70
MEMPHIS HARBOUR, MICKELLAR LAKE, TN 1,013
WOLF RIVER HARBOUR, TN 540
MAPPING 1,384 1,384 1,384
SAVINGS & SLIPPAGE —5,000
TOTAL 278,000 290,607 450,530

The Committee believes that it is essential to provide adequate
resources and funding to the Mississippi River and Tributaries pro-
gram in order to protect the large investment in flood control facili-
ties. Although much progress has been made, considerable work re-
mains to be done for the protection and economic development of
the rich natural resources in the Valley. The Committee expects
the additional funds to be used to advance ongoing studies, initiate
newkstudies, and advance important construction and maintenance
work.

General Investigations

Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System Land Study, Louisiana.—
The Committee has provided $100,000 to initiate this study as rec-
ommended in the budget request.

Morganza to the Gulf, Louisiana.—The Committee has provided
$4,000,000 to continue Preconstruction Engineering and Design for
this study.

Quiver River, Mississippi.—The Committee has provided
$100,000 to initiate this study.

Memphis Metro, Storm Water Management Study, Tennessee and
Mississippi.—The Committee has provided $152,000 to initiate this
study.
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Construction

Grand Prairie, Arkansas.—The Committee has provided
$14,000,000 for continued construction of the project.

Mississippi River Levees, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisisna,
Mississippi, Missouri and Tennessee.—The Committee has provided
$69,000,000 to continue construction of this project. Utilizing con-
tinuing contracts, where appropriate, additional funds are provided
for construction on St. John’s-New Madrid Levee Closure/Box Cul-
vert, Missouri; complete Willow Point-Youngs Point, Louisiana
Items 445-R and 450-R; land acquisition New Madrid Levee/Box
Culvert; construction on Carrollton M-—104-10L; Lower Venice, 2nd
Lift; Tallulah-Magna Vista Item 474-L; Council Bend Relief Wells;
Reid-Bedford-King Items 424-R and 428-R; Cairo Grade Raise;
West Memphis Relief Wells; Vidalia-Morville Item 361-R; Gammon
Relief Wells; continue miscellaneous relocations and construction of
the LMRMRIS.

Yazoo Basin, Backwater Pumping Plant, Mississippi.—The Com-
mittee has provided $15,000,000 to fully fund pump and motor con-
tracts and initiate purchase of conservation easements.

Yazoo Basin, Delta Headwaters Project, Mississippi.—The Com-
mittee has provided $25,000,000 to continue construction of this
project.

Yazoo Basin, Upper Yazoo Project, Mississippi.—The Committee
has provided $22,500,000 to complete channel Item 6A; fully fund
channel Item 6B; relocate utility lines; continue design of channel
Item 7; initiate one bridge relocation; purchase project and mitiga-
tion lands; and reforestation.

Maintenance

Mississippi River Levees, Arkasnas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri and Tennessee.—The Committee has provided
an additional $2,000,000 to resurface levees; deliver levee gravel to
the Laconia Circle Special Levee District and Laconia District of
Desha County.

The Committee has provided additional funding to address the
maintenance backlog at Arkabutla, Sardis, Enid and Grenada
Lakes in Mississippi.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

Appropriations, 2006 ...........cccccveeeriiieeeiiiieeeiee e et eeereeeeareeens 1$1,969,110,000
Budget estimate, 2007 2,258,000,000
House allowance ...........cccccoeevvvvvveeeeeeeecnnns 2,195,471,000

Committee recommendation 2,030,000,000

1Excludes emergency appropriation of $330,717,000.

The Committee continues to believe that it is essential to provide
adequate resources and attention to operation and maintenance re-
quirements in order to protect the large Federal investment. Yet,
current and projected budgetary constraints require the Committee
to limit the amount of work that can be accomplished in the fiscal
year. In order to cope with the current situation, the Corps has had
to defer or delay scheduled maintenance activities.

The Committee is very concerned with the downward trend in
the Operation and Maintenance budget. The fiscal year 2007 budg-
et proposal appears to show a significant increase in funding, but
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this is due to the migration of projects from the Construction, Gen-
eral account to the Operations and Maintenance account. When
these items are removed from the O&M account, the total remain-
ing is a decrease from the fiscal year 2006 enacted amount. This
is the wrong trend for O&M.

Maintenance of our aging water infrastructure inventory gets
more expensive every year, however, it is consistently underfunded.
If this trend continues, the Corps will not be able to maintain ex-
pected levels of service at all of its projects. The regionalization of
the O&M budget this year effectively disguises the underfunding of
O&M projects. The Committee has maintained its tradition of sup-
porting what the budget request terms as “low use harbors and wa-
terways”. The Committee recognizes the importance of these facili-
ties and will continue to provide funding for them.

The Port of Lavaca-Point Comfort, Texas is an illustrative exam-
ple of what concerns the Committee about this budget proposal.
O&M funding has been insufficient to complete the study to repair
the channel and jetty. A catastrophic jetty failure is a distinct pos-
sibility.

Further, O&M funding has been insufficient for maintaining the
channel at the authorized depth, nor has Federal maintenance of
the turning basin been undertaken as authorized. GI funding has
been insufficient to fund a deepening study. In desperation the port
has indicated that they will likely finance the deepening study as
well as the channel deepening and seek Federal reimbursement.

The port supports 5,300 direct jobs, 4,590 induced jobs and 6,690
indirect jobs. It provides $273,000,000 in direct wages and salaries,
$1,000,000,000 of direct, induced and indirect income. It pays
$99,000,000 State and local taxes and $178,000,000 Federal taxes.

The port commissioned a study that shows that failure to main-
tain the 39 foot channel costs $9,000,000/year. Equally importantly,
the business managers at the port industries tell the port and the
Corps that their companies are moving investments overseas be-
cause their Texas plants are failing to compete on the margin with
their companies’ rival plants overseas. The Port is unable to attract
new investment, in part, because the investors consider channel
availability, at authorized depth, to be a primary issue.

The Alcoa Aluminum plant is at the port. They turn bauxite into
aluminum ingots. Two years ago, when the channel was 18 to 24
inches above the authorized depth, they told the Corps that it was
costing them $150,000/inch to light load each ship or about
$7,000,000 per shipload. The aluminum ingots they produce go pri-
marily to car body plants in Waco, Texas and Detroit, Michigan.

The plant managers and others from the Texas Alcoa operation
met with the Corps earlier this year and their plant manager told
Corps officials that Alcoa has nine plants around the world and
that this was the only plant remaining in the United States. The
U.S. plant is their least cost effective and transportation of raw
materials is part of the reason. They usually keep about a 20-30
day supply of bauxite on hand at any one time.

The plant manager is concerned that if they have to shut down
due to jetty failure, for example, they will not be allowed to restart
the plant. It takes about 40 days to completely recover/restart from
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a shut down. The manager is very concerned that the operation
would move to one of their more cost effective overseas plants.

There are hundreds of similar problems around the country. The
Committee believes that maintenance of our aging infrastructure is
imperative if the Nation is to remain competitive in the global mar-
ketplace. Even with the increase in funding provided by the Com-
mittee, O&M funding is barely keeping up with inflation.

CORPS HOPPER DREDGE FLEET

During fiscal year 2002, the Committee requested the General
Accounting Office [GAO] to review the benefits and effects of cur-
rent and proposed restrictions on the Corps’ hopper dredge fleet.
The Committee faces significant future investments in the Corps
hopper dredge fleet, as it is rapidly aging. The Committee believes
that the investment decisions must take into consideration the sub-
sequent use of the fleet. The final GAO report, released March
2003, reviewed the impacts of operational changes to the fleet since
fiscal year 1993. GAO’s findings made it clear to the Committee
that additional costs have been imposed upon the Corps with the
decreased use of the fleet, but that the benefits have not been real-
ized. Additionally, the GAO found that the Corps’ contracting proc-
ess for hopper dredges was not effective. Most importantly, the
GAO reported that the Corps of Engineers did not have even a lim-
ited system to evaluate the costs and benefits of the varying oper-
ational levels of its hopper dredge fleet, nor did it have a means
to make maintenance and repair decisions of the fleet taking oper-
ational use into consideration. The Committee remains concerned
that since 2000, the Corps has provided a report to Congress which
has been found to have no analytical basis, thus calling into ques-
tion the ready reserve policy. Therefore, the Committee has pro-
vided legislative language which changes the current dredge policy.

The Committee is concerned that lead and asbestos abatement
measures have been deferred aboard the McFarland due to guid-
ance in prior Energy and Water Appropriation Acts and uncertain-
ties about its future based on the Corps’ report recommending its
retirement. The Committee is understandably skeptical of the find-
ings of this report, particularly in light of the GAO study men-
tioned above. As the McFarland is likely to be in continued use for
the foreseeable future, the Committee believes that addressing
these health and safety concerns are critical and have provided leg-
islative direction that the Revolving Fund be utilized to expedi-
tiously fund lead and asbestos abatment.

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee

Project title Budget estimate House allowance recommendation

ALABAMA
ALABAMA—COOSA COMPREHENSIVE WATER STUDY, AL 180
ALABAMA—COOSA RIVER, AL 1,860
BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, AL 21,093
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, AL 5510
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AL 55

MILLERS FERRY LOCK AND DAM, WILLIAM 5,781
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimat House all g%%n;rl]tég?ion
MOBILE HARBOR, AL 19,600
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AL 100
ROBERT F HENRY LOCK AND DAM, AL 6,122
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AL 94
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY WILDLIFE MITIGATION, AL .......... 2,000
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, AL & MS 28,500
WALTER F GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL & GA 7,791

ALASKA

ANCHORAGE HARBOR, AK 15,300
CHENA RIVER LAKES, AK 1,875
CORDOVA HARBOR, AK 500
DILLINGHAM HARBOR, AK 781
HOMER HARBOR, AK 303
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AK 47
KETCHIKAN HARBOR, BAR POINT, AK 625
NINILCHIK HARBOR, AK 251
NOME HARBOR, AK 3,613
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AK 474

ARIZONA
ALAMO LAKE, AZ 1,600
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AZ 92
PAINTED ROCK DAM, AZ 1211
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AZ 37
WHITLOW RANCH DAM, AZ 214

ARKANSAS
BEAVER LAKE, AR 5,385
BLAKELY MT DAM, LAKE OUACHITA, AR 8,442
BLUE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR 1,412
BULL SHOALS LAKE, AR 6,292
DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, AR 6,576
DEGRAY LAKE, AR 8,819
DEQUEEN LAKE, AR 1,222
DIERKS LAKE, AR 1,194
GILLHAM LAKE, AR 1,127
GREERS FERRY LAKE, AR 5,952
HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR 430
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR 216
MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR .......... 35,849
MILLWOOD LAKE, AR 3,419
NARROWS DAM, LAKE GREESON, AR 4,538
NIMROD LAKE, AR 1,796
NORFORK LAKE, AR 4,539
OSCEOLA HARBOR, AR 590
OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, AR & LA 11,910
OZARK-JETA TAYLOR LOCK AND DAM, AR 4,468
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AR 2
WHITE RIVER, AR 1,000
YELLOW BEND PORT, AR 176

CALIFORNIA
BLACK BUTTE LAKE, CA 2,156
BUCHANAN DAM, HV EASTMAN LAKE, CA 2,287
CHANNEL ISLANDS HARBOR, CA 5,086
COYOTE VALLEY DAM, LAKE MENDOCINO, CA 3,314
CRESENT CITY HARBOR, CA 500
DRY CREEK (WARM SPRINGS) LAKE AND CHANNEL, CA 5,895
FARMINGTON DAM, CA 350
HIDDEN DAM, HENSLEY LAKE, CA 2,427
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimat House all g%%";:%g?ion
HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA 4,916
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CA 1,534
ISABELLA LAKE, CA 4,050
JACK D. MALTESTER CHANNEL, CA (SAN LEANDRO) 500
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA 4,071
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH HARBOR, CA 4,000
LOWER PETALUMA RIVER, CA 500
MARINA DEL REY, CA 1,460
MERCED COUNTY STREAMS, CA 331
MOJAVE RIVER DAM, CA 204
MORRO BAY HARBOR, CA 1,300
NAPA RIVER, CA 1,000
NEW HOGAN LAKE, CA 2,226
NEW MELONES LAKE, DOWNSTREAM CHANNEL, CA 1,843
OAKLAND HARBOR, CA 8,543
OCEANSIDE HARBOR, CA 700
PILLAR POINT HARBOR, CA 1,000
PINE FLAT LAKE, CA 3,760
PINOLE SHOAL MANAGEMENT STUDY, CA 500
PORT HUENEME, CA 500
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CA 2,069
REDWOOD CITY HARBOR, CA 1,000
RICHMOND HARBOR, CA 1371
SACRAMENTO RIVER (30 FOOT PROJECT), CA 3,124
SACRAMENTO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (DEBRIS CONTROL), CA ........ 1,418
SACRAMENTO RIVER SHALLOW DRAFT CHANNEL, CA 93
SAN FRANCISCO BAY, DELTA MODEL STRUCTURE, CA 1,124
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR AND BAY, CA (DRIFT REMOVAL) 2,000
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR, CA 2,447
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, CA 3,070
SAN PABLO BAY AND MARE ISLAND STRAIT, CA 2,498
SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CA 3,526
SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA 1,200
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CA 1,593
SUCCESS LAKE, CA 2,308
SUISUN BAY CHANNEL, CA 2,833
TERMINUS DAM, LAKE KAWEAH, CA 2,349
VENTURA HARBOR, CA 2,700
YUBA RIVER, CA 83

COLORADO
BEAR CREEK LAKE, CO 339
CHATFIELD LAKE, CO 1,764
CHERRY CREEK LAKE, CO 2,653
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CO 112
JOHN MARTIN RESERVOIR, CO 2,206
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CO 627
TRINIDAD LAKE, CO 1,456

COMMONWEATLTH OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLAND
ROTA HARBOR, CNMI 1,105
CONNECTICUT

BLACK ROCK LAKE, CT 469
BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CT 250
COLEBROOK RIVER LAKE, CT 612
HANCOCK BROOK LAKE, CT 359
HOP BROOK LAKE, CT 1,502
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CT 64
LONG ISLAND SOUND, CT & NY 1,742
MANSFIELD HOLLOW LAKE, CT 807
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimat House all Commn}egmn
NORTH COVE HARBOR, CT 2,000
NORTHFIELD BROOK LAKE, CT 414
NORWALK FEDERAL NAVIGATION PROJECT, CT 3,000
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CT 1,000
STAMFORD HURRICANE BARRIER, CT 450
THOMASTON DAM, CT 705
WEST THOMPSON LAKE, CT 646
DELAWARE
HARBOR OF REFUGE BREAKWATER, SUSSEX COUNTY, DE 600
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DELAWARE R TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, D ... 12,008
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, REHOBETH BAY TO DELAWARE BAY, D ... 30
MISPILLION RIVER, DE 30
MURDERKILL RIVER, DE 30
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DE 83
WILMINGTON HARBOR, DE 3,900
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, DC 19
POTOMAC AND ANACOSTIA RIVERS, DC (DRIFT REMOVAL) 857
POTOMAC RIVER BELOW WASHINGTON, DC 100
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DC 25
WASHINGTON HARBOR, DC 20
FLORIDA
AIWW, NORFOLK, VA TO ST. JOHNS RIVER, FL, GA, SC, NC 2,100
CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 4,600
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL 14,241
FERNANDINA HARBOR, FL 1,600
FORT MYERS BEACH, FL 150
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, FL 300
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAHATCHEE TO ANCLOTE, FL ........ 1,500
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FL 4,000
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL 4,700
JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM, LAKE SEMINOLE, FL, AL & GA ......... 7,896
MIAMI RIVER, FL 7,000
OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY, FL 2,014
PALM BEACH HARBOR, FL 2,400
PENSACOLA HARBOR, FL 815
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, FL 1,025
REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, FL 3,325
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, FL 30
TAMPA HARBOR, FL 4,150
GEORGIA
ALLATOONA LAKE, GA 6,818
APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE AND FLINT RIVERS, GA, AL & ........ 1,455
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, GA 254
BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA 2,451
BUFORD DAM AND LAKE SIDNEY LANIER, GA 1,473
CARTERS DAM AND LAKE, GA 6,958
HARTWELL LAKE, GA & SC 11,190
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, GA 53
J STROM THURMOND LAKE, GA & SC 10,720
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, GA 15
RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA & SC 7,163
SAVANNAH HARBOR, ADVANCED MAINTENANCE WIDENER, GA ........... 500
SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA 11,322
SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA, GA 124
WEST POINT DAM AND LAKE, GA & AL 9,642
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimat House all g%%n;rl]tég?ion
HAWAII
BARBERS POINT HARBOR, HI 245
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, HI 205
POHIKI BAY, HAWAII, HI 220
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, HI 440
IDAHO
ALBENI FALLS DAM, ID 1,653
DWORSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR, ID 3,069
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ID 80
LUCKY PEAK LAKE, ID 1,822
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, ID 443
ILLINOIS
CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, IL & IN 4,219
CARLYLE LAKE, IL 4,564
CHICAGO HARBOR, IL 1,904
CHICAGO RIVER, IL 398
FARM CREEK RESERVOIRS, IL 263
ILLINOIS WATERWAY (MVR PORTION), IL & IN 27,453
ILLINOIS WATERWAY (MVS PORTION), IL & IN 1,893
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL 718
KASKASKIA RIVER NAVIGATION, IL 1,819
LAKE MICHIGAN DIVERSION, IL 607
LAKE SHELBYVILLE, IL 5,291
MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVR PORTION) ..... 40,790
MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVS PORTION) ... 22,501
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IL 50
REND LAKE, IL 4,787
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IL 120
WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL 704
INDIANA
BROOKVILLE LAKE, IN 694
BURNS WATERWAY HARBOR, IN 883
CAGLES MILL LAKE, IN 741
CECIL M HARDEN LAKE, IN 920
INDIANA HARBOR, IN 545
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IN 272
J EDWARD ROUSH LAKE, IN 1,432
MISSISSINEWA LAKE, IN 868
MONROE LAKE, IN 801
PATOKA LAKE, IN 814
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IN 89
SALAMONIE LAKE, IN 1,179
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IN 113
IOWA
CORALVILLE LAKE, 1A 3,304
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IA 205
MISSOURI RIVER—KENSLERS BEND, NE TO SIOUX CITY, IA 152
MISSOURI RIVER—RULO TO MOUTH, IA, NE, KS & MO 5,580
MISSOURI RIVER—SIOUX CITY TO RULO, IA & NE 1,860
RATHBUN LAKE, 1A 2,204
RED ROCK DAM AND LAKE RED ROCK, IA 3,902
SAYLORVILLE LAKE, 1A 4,473
KANSAS
CLINTON LAKE, KS 1,917
COUNCIL GROVE LAKE, KS 1,164
EL DORADO LAKE, KS 585




74

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimat House all g%%n;rl]tég?ion
ELK CITY LAKE, KS 688
FALL RIVER LAKE, KS 1,128
HILLSDALE LAKE, KS 749
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KS 123
JOHN REDMOND DAM AND RESERVOIR, KS 1,256
KANOPOLIS LAKE, KS 1,484
MARION LAKE, KS 1,322
MELVERN LAKE, KS 2,155
MILFORD LAKE, KS 2,166
PEARSON-SKUBITZ BIG HILL LAKE, KS 1,118
PERRY LAKE, KS 2,160
POMONA LAKE, KS 1,905
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, KS 64
TORONTO LAKE, KS 535
TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS 2,052
WILSON LAKE, KS 1,512

KENTUCKY
BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEY, KY & TN 7,790
BARREN RIVER LAKE, KY 1,842
BIG SANDY HARBOR, KY 1,352
BUCKHORN LAKE, KY 1,288
CARR CREEK LAKE, KY 1,607
CAVE RUN LAKE, KY 883
DEWEY LAKE, KY 1,224
ELVIS STAHR (HICKMAN) HARBOR, KY 12
FISHTRAP LAKE, KY 1,580
GRAYSON LAKE, KY 1,122
GREEN AND BARREN RIVERS, KY 2,028
GREEN RIVER LAKE, KY 1,651
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY 191
KENTUCKY RIVER, KY 4
LAUREL RIVER LAKE, KY 1,659
MARTINS FORK LAKE, KY 699
MIDDLESBORO CUMBERLAND RIVER BASIN, KY 62
NOLIN LAKE, KY 1,886
OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, KY, IL, IN & OH 39,243
OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY, IL, IN & OH 4,040
PAINTSVILLE LAKE, KY 828
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, KY 2
ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY 2,479
TAYLORSVILLE LAKE, KY 1,002
WOLF CREEK DAM, LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY 7,008
YATESVILLE LAKE, KY 823

LOUISIANA
ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND BLACK, L ..... 16,000
BAYOU BODCAU RESERVOIR, LA 1,104
BAYOU LACOMBE 900
BAYOU LAFOURCHE AND LAFO